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FINAL  SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


a.  Proponent:  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 


b.  Cooperating  Agencies:  U.S.  Air  Force,  U.S.  Army,  U.S.  Navy,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


c.  Proposed  Action:  The  proposed  action  is  to  enhance  the  capability  of  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 
(EGTR)  to  conduct  Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD)  programs.  This  document  supplements  the  TMD 
Extended  Test  Range  Final  EIS  (U.S.  Army  Space  and  Missile  Defense  Command,  1994)  by 
identifying  new  launch  and  support  locations,  sensor  operations,  launch  preparation  activities,  and 
missile  flight  tests  and  intercepts  in  the  EGTR,  encompassing  the  counties  of  Monroe,  Gulf,  Escambia, 
Santa  Rosa,  Okaloosa,  Walton,  Bay,  and  Franklin  in  the  State  of  Florida. 

d.  Designation:  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

e.  Public  Review  Process:  The  public  review  period  for  the  Draft  SEIS  document  was  from 
February  6,  1998,  through  April  3,  1998,  and  responses  to  all  comments  received  during  this  period 
were  incorporated  in  the  Final  SEIS.  Public  hearings  were  held  during  the  week  of  March  9,  1998. 

f.  Abstract:  The  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  proposes  to  enhance  the  capability  of  the  EGTR 
to  conduct  TMD  programs.  The  Proposed  Action  would  include  the  selection  and  construction  of 
land-launch  facilities;  modification  of  land,  sea-surface,  and  airspace  safety  zones;  the  amendment  of 
range  operation  and  support  management  procedures;  and  the  subsequent  conduct  of  TMD  missile 
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Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias;  Air  Drop  or  air-launch  of  target  missiles;  and  possible  Navy 
AEGIS  ship-launch  of  interceptor  missiles.  Alternatives  would  include  target  launch  and  support 
activities  at  alternative  locations  in  the  Florida  Keys  (Cudjoe  Key  or  Saddlebunch  Keys),  target  missile 
launch  from  a  sea-launch  vessel,  and  interceptor  launch  from  offshore  platforms  off  the  coast  of  Santa 
Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias.  The  No-action  Alternative  that  does  not  provide  extended  test 
capabilities  for  TMD  testing  and  training  in  the  EGTR  is  also  considered. 

Potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  these  actions  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  the 
following  categories:  air  quality,  airspace  use,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  geology  and 
soils,  hazardous  materials  and  wastes,  land  and  water  use,  noise,  safety,  socioeconomics, 
transportation,  utilities,  visual  aesthetics,  and  water  resources. 

g.  Inquiries  on  this  document  should  be  directed  to  the  Eglin  Public  Affairs  Office: 

Ms.  Janet  Tucker 
AFDT  C/EM-P  AV 
501  Deleon  St.,  Suite  101 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542 
(850)  882-4435 
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FOREWORD 


This  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  analyzes  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  of  a  proposal  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR)  to 
enable  extended  range  testing  and  training  operations  using  Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 
missile  systems.  TMD  is  designated  to  provide  regional  defenses  against  present  and 
future  conventional,  chemical,  biological,  or  nuclear  ballistic,  cruise,  or  air-to-surface  guided 
missiles  that  can  endanger  deployed  U.S.  forces  as  well  as  U.S.  friends  and  allies 
throughout  the  world.  The  proposal  calls  for  the  launch  of  target  missiles  from  aircraft  or 
land  sites.  These  target  missiles  would  be  intercepted  by  interceptor  missiles  launched 
from  ships  or  land  sites.  The  intercepts  would  occur  in  the  airspace  over  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico. 

The  proposed  action  would  involve  target  and  interceptor  launch  and  support 
activities  at  alternative  locations  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  including  Santa  Rosa  Island 
and  Cape  San  Bias;  Air  Drop  or  air-launch  of  target  missiles;  and  possible  Navy  AEGIS  ship- 
launch.  All  intercepts  would  occur  in  the  airspace  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  which  would 
also  be  the  location  for  air-launches  of  target  missiles  and  ship-launches  of  interceptors. 
Alternatives  include  target  launch  and  support  activities  at  alternative  locations  in  the 
Florida  Keys  (Cudjoe  Key  or  Saddlebunch  Keys);  target  missile  launch  from  a  sea-launch 
vessel  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico;  and  interceptor  launch  from  offshore  platforms  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  off  the  coast  of  Santa  Rosa  Island  or  Cape  San  Bias. 

The  Final  TMD  Extended  Test  Range  SEIS-EGTR  has  two  volumes.  The  first  volume 
includes  an  Executive  Summary,  Acronyms  and  Abbreviations,  a  Glossary,  section  1 
(Program  Overview),  section  2  (Description  of  Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action), 
and  section  3-4,  numbered  as  section  3  (Affected  Environment  and  Environmental 
Consequences  and  Mitigations).  The  second  volume  includes  section  5  (Public  Review 
Comments  and  Responses),  section  6  (References),  section  7  (List  of  Preparers),  technical 
appendices,  the  distribution  list,  and  the  index. 

Section  1  of  the  SEIS,  Program  Overview,  presents  the  background,  purpose,  and 
need  for  the  TMD  Extended  Test  Range  EGTR  program.  Section  2,  Description  of 
Alternatives  Including  the  Proposed  Action,  describes  the  proposed  action  and  the  current 
available  alternatives  that  have  been  identified  as  fulfilling  the  purpose  and  need  of  the 
program.  A  no-action  alternative  that  does  not  provide  extended  test  capabilities  for  TMD 
in  the  EGTR  is  also  described  in  this  section. 

In  this  SEIS,  the  presentation  of  the  Affected  Environment  and  Environmental 
Consequences  has  been  combined  into  a  single  section  identified  as  section  3-4.  In  this 
unified  section,  the  presentation  of  existing  and  future  environmental  baseline  conditions 
for  each  of  the  14  environmental  resource  areas  is  directly  followed  by  a  discussion  of  the 
potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives,  including  appropriate 
mitigations. 

Section  5  of  the  SEIS  (Public  Review  Comments  and  Responses)  describes  how 
responses  were  made  to  the  comments  received  from  agencies  and  the  public.  This 
section  contains  copies  of  every  comment  received  and  responses  to  each. 
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5.0  PUBLIC  REVIEW  COMMENTS  AND 

RESPONSES 


The  Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD)  Extended  Test  Range  (ETR)  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEiS)  —Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR)  public  review  and 
comment  period  began  on  13  February  1998,  1  week  following  the  publication  of  the 
Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  public  comment  period  ended  on 
3  April  1998.  Some  government  agency  comments  were  received  after  the  ending  date 
but  were  included  in  the  review  comments. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  SEIS  were  made  available  for  public  review  at  several  locations 
within  the  region  of  influence  of  the  proposed  TMD  program. 

■  Okaloosa-Walton  Community  College  Library,  Niceville 

■  Okaloosa-University  of  West  Florida  Library,  Fort  Walton  Beach 

■  Gulf  County  Library,  Port  St.  Joe 

■  Key  Largo  Public  Library,  Key  Largo 

■  Monroe  County  Public  Library,  Marathon 

■  Monroe  County  Public  Library,  Key  West 

■  Florida  Keys  Community  College  Library,  Key  West 

The  following  methods  were  used  to  notify  the  public  of  upcoming  public  hearing 
meetings: 


■  NOA  announcement  in  the  Federal  Register 

■  Paid  advertisements  placed  in  four  local  newspapers  including  the  Northwest 
Florida  Daily  News,  Panama  City  Herald,  The  Key  West  Citizen,  and  The  Keynoter 

■  Media  releases  to  newspapers,  radio,  and  television 

Four  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  SEIS  were  between  the  9th  and  13th  of  March  1998 
in  Fort  Walton  Beach,  Port  St.  Joe,  and  the  Florida  Keys.  Table  5.0-1  lists  the  locations 
and  dates  of  these  meetings. 


Table  5.0-1:  Public  Hearing  Locations,  Dates,  and  Actual  Times 


Meeting  Location 

Date 

Times 

Fort  Walton  Beach,  Radisson  Beach  Resort 

Port  St.  Joe,  Port  St.  Joe  High  School 

Key  West,  Harvey  Government  Center 

Marathon,  Marathon  Government  Center 

9  March  1998 

10  March  1998 

12  March  1998 

13  March  1998 

5:00  -  8:00  p.m. 

5:00  -  8:00  p.m. 

5:00  -  1  0:00  p.m. 

5:00  -  9:00  p.m. 
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During  the  initial  hour  of  each  public  hearing,  an  informal  information  session  was 
held  to  encourage  the  public  to  talk  with  project  leaders.  During  this  time,  the  public  was 
encouraged  to  sign  in  at  the  registration  desk,  to  complete  a  speaker's  card  if  they  wanted 
to  make  a  statement  at  the  public  hearing,  and  to  complete  an  address  form  if  they  wanted 
to  receive  a  copy  of  the  Final  SEIS  or  its  Executive  Summary.  A  log  of  public  and  agency 
attendees  was  maintained  for  each  hearing  although  registration  was  not  required.  A  fact 
sheet  summarizing  the  proposed  action  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to  test 
Theater  Missile  Defense  systems  was  provided  to  all  attendees.  This  fact  sheet  provided 
an  overview  of  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  summarized  the  findings  of  the 
Draft  SEIS  including  potential  environmental  impacts  and  mitigations.  Copies  of  the  Draft 
SEIS  were  also  made  available  to  the  public  at  the  registration  table.  Other  handouts 
included  a  welcome/agenda  for  each  public  hearing  meeting  location,  instructions  on  how 
to  be  heard  and  how  to  get  more  information,  written  comment  forms,  and  cards  for 
commentor  registration  and  document  mailing  list. 

Following  the  information  hour,  the  public  was  invited  to  attend  the  Public  Hearing. 
The  moderator  began  the  formal  presentation  by  explaining  the  format  of  the  meeting 
which  included: 

■  Introduction,  Mr.  Lewis  Michaelson 

■  Maj  Tom  Kennedy,  AFDTC,  Eglin  AFB,  described  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  and  presented  the  findings  of  the  Draft  SEIS 

■  Public  Comment  Session 

■  Closing  Remarks,  Mr.  Michaelson 

A  transcript  of  the  full  text  of  each  public  hearing  is  included  in  section  5.3  of  the 
Final  SEIS. 

Public  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  were  received  in  several  different  ways.  Public 
hearing  attendees  were  invited  to  make  formal  statements,  which  were  recorded  by  a  court 
reporter  at  each  meeting.  A  total  of  51  individuals  spoke  at  the  public  hearings  and  their 
comments  were  documented  in  four  recorded  transcripts.  A  list  of  the  individuals  who 
spoke  at  the  public  hearings,  designated  PT-0001  through  PT-0051,  and  copies  of  the 
transcripts,  are  included  in  section  5.3.1. 

Written  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  were  received  in  various  formats  over  the 
course  of  the  public  comment  period.  Initially,  some  prepared  information  was  submitted 
to  the  moderator  by  speakers  during  each  public  hearing.  In  addition,  written  comment 
forms  which  were  made  available  during  registration  were  either  returned  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  public  hearings  or  forwarded  by  mail.  Finally,  some  individuals  and  several  Federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  submitted  letters  of  comment.  In  these  three  forms,  written 
comments  were  received  from  69  individuals  representing  themselves  or  private  and  public 
organizations.  A  list  of  the  individuals,  including  their  organization  or  agency  affiliation 
where  applicable,  and  copies  of  their  transmittals  are  included  in  section  5.1.1.  Written 
comments  are  designated  PW-0001  through  PW-0069. 
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In  addition  to  transcript  and  written  comments,  the  public  was  encouraged  to  e-mail 
comments  to  a  mailbox  designated  for  receipt  of  public  comments:  tmd@eglin.af.mil. 
Twelve  e-mails  were  received  during  the  public  comment.  A  list  of  the  individuals  who 
sent  e-mails,  and  copies  of  the  documents  received  are  included  in  section  5.2.3.  E-mail 
documents  are  designated  PE-0001  through  PE-0012. 

Every  transcript,  written  letter/comment,  and  e-mail  was  reviewed  as  it  was 
received.  Each  document  was  assigned  a  unique  number  and  then  was  carefully  reviewed 
to  identify  the  environmental  resource  area  and  specific  topic  of  individual  comments  and 
issues  that  were  presented.  Each  of  these  identified  issues  was  highlighted  and  numbered 
sequentially.  For  example,  if  the  tenth  speaker  presented  in  a  transcript  document 
(PT-0010)  provided  comments  on  7  separate  topics,  those  comments  were  numbered 
PT-0010.01  through  PT-0010.07.  A  summary  of  each  comment,  its  environmental 
resource  area  and  topic  was  then  entered  into  a  database  by  the  given  identification 
number.  This  database  was  then  used  to  sort  and  categorize  all  comments  to  the  Draft 
SEIS  so  that  appropriate  and  consistent  responses  could  be  provided. 

The  process  of  responding  to  comments  required  reaching  a  thorough  understanding 
of  the  issues  being  presented  and  then  determining  the  appropriate  action  to  be  taken.  In 
some  cases,  the  comment  was  a  declarative  statement  not  requiring  a  direct  response,  but 
one  that  did  need  to  be  noted  in  the  context  of  overall  public  review.  Other  comments 
identified  corrections  or  new  information  that  was  directly  included  in  the  text  of  the  Final 
SEIS. 


The  largest  number  of  comments  received  posed  questions  about  the 
methodologies,  analyses,  and  conclusions  for  various  environmental  resource  impacts  and 
mitigations  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS.  For  each  of  these  comments,  a  specific  response 
was  prepared  — occasionally  requiring  the  acquisition  of  new  data  and  the  preparation  of 
additional  analyses.  New  information  and  analysis  supporting  or  changing  the  conclusions 
of  the  Draft  SEIS  was  incorporated  into  the  text  of  the  Final  SEIS  as  well  as  in  the 
response  to  comments  section. 

Chapter  5  of  the  Final  SEIS  presents  reproductions  of  all  the  original  documents  that 
were  received  during  the  public  hearing  comment  period  and  provides  direct  responses  to 
every  issue  included  in  those  documents.  The  organization  of  chapter  5  provides  a 
separate  comment/response  section  for  each  of  the  three  types  of  comment  documents: 

5.1  Written  Comment  Documents 

5.1.1  Written  Comments 

5.1 .2  Response  to  Written  Comments 

5.2  E-Mail  Comment  Documents 

5.2.1  E-Mail  Comments 

5.2.2  Response  to  E-Mail  Comments 

5.3  Transcript  Comment  Documents 

5.3.1  Transcript  Comments 

5.3.2  Response  to  Transcript  Comments 
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The  first  table  in  each  section  provides  a  index  of  the  names  and  assigned 
identification  numbers  of  individuals  that  submitted  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS.  To 
follow  comments  and  responses  for  a  specific  individual,  find  their  commentor  number 
(e.g.,  PW-0042,  PE-0003,  PT-0021)  in  the  appropriate  document  list;  locate  their 
document  with  sequentially  numbered  comments;  and,  use  the  comment  numbers  to 
identify  corresponding  responses  in  the  response  table. 

All  documents  and  comments  that  were  received  during  the  public  review  period  for 
the  Theater  Missile  Defense,  Extended  Test  Range,  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  were  treated  equally  regardless  of  the  form  or  commentor.  Each  comment  was 
carefully  documented,  thoroughly  read  and  evaluated,  and  provided  with  a  response. 
Volume  2  of  the  Final  SEIS  includes  the  public  comments  and  prepared  responses.  The 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action.  In  accordance  with  CEQ  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis 
to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from 
the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

5.1  WRITTEN  COMMENT  DOCUMENTS 

Individuals  who  commented  on  the  Draft  SEIS  in  written  form  are  listed  in  table  5.1- 
1  along  with  their  respective  commentor  identification  number.  This  number  can  be  used 
to  find  the  written  document  that  was  submitted  and  to  locate  the  corresponding  table  on 
which  responses  to  each  comment  is  provided. 

5.1.1  WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

Exhibit  5.1-1  presents  reproductions  of  the  written  comment  documents  that  were 
received  in  response  to  the  Draft  SEIS.  Comment  documents  are  identified  by  commentor 
ID  number,  and  each  statement  or  question  that  was  categorized  as  addressing  a  separate 
environmental  issue  is  designated  with  a  sequential  comment  number. 

5.1.2  RESPONSE  TO  WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

Table  5.1-2  presents  the  responses  to  comments  to  the  Draft  SEIS  that  were 
received  in  written  form.  Responses  to  specific  comments  can  be  found  by  locating  the 
corresponding  commentor  ID  number  and  sequential  comment  number  identifiers. 

Table  5.1-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (Written  Documents) 


Commentor  and  Affiliation  ID  Number 

Apalachee  Regional  Planning  Council  P-W-0055 

Blazevic,  R.  L.  P-W-0031 

Cairns,  Duncan  J.,  North  West  Florida  Water  Management  District  P-W-0052 

Canneto,  Frank;  ANR  Pipeline  Company  P-W-0036 

Causey,  Billy  D.;  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  Program  P-W-0043 
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Table  5.1-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (Written  Documents)  (Continued) 


Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-W-0009 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-W-0020 

Couvillion,  Keith  J.;  Texaco  Exploration  and  Production,  Inc 

P-W-0064 

Cox,  Cox 

P-W-0023 

Deut,  Jane 

P-W-0039 

Drake,  Susan 

P-W-0027 

FKNMS  Advisory  Council 

P-W-001 1 

Freeman,  Shirley;  Commissioner,  County  of  Monroe 

P-W-0060 

Freeman,  Shirley;  Monroe  County  Commissioner 

P-W-0002 

Gerbnacht,  Helen 

P-W-0034 

Germer,  Suzanne 

P-W-001  9 

Golden,  Jim 

P-W-0041 

Griffin,  Lynn;  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Programs,  Florida  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection 

P-W-0049 

Gulf  County 

P-W-0056 

Hadden,  Alexander 

P-W-0001 

Halloran,  George 

P-W-0046 

Hanley,  Mari 

P-W-0063 

Hare,  James  N. 

P-W-0025 

Hartman,  Bradley;  Director,  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission 

P-W-0068 

Hendricks,  M.E. 

P-W-0033 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-0004 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-001  5 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-001  6 

Hind,  Martin  S 

P-W-0024 

Hoffman,  Wayne;  National  Audubon  Society 

P-W-0008 

Hulsey,  John,  South  Florida  Regional  Planning  Council 

P-W-0053 

Illegible 

P-W-0035 

Jones,  Michael 

P-W-001  8 

Lee,  James  H.;  Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance,  U.S.  Dept,  of  the 
Interior 

P-W-0066 

Lowe,  Donald  S. 

P-W-0003 

Magill,  Mary 

P-W-0032 

Marine  Fisheries  Commission 

P-W-0051 

Marple,  Richie  Anne 

P-W-0045 
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Table  5.1-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (Written  Documents)  (Continued) 


Martin,  Terence  N.;  Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance,  U.S.  Dept,  of  the 
Interior 

Me  Arthur,  Phil  and  Jane 

McGee,  William;  Cape  San  Bias  Taxpayers  Association 
Moody,  Richard 

Morrison,  Michael,  et  al;  Last  Stand  -petition  against  missile  testing  in  the  Florida 
Keys 

Mueller,  Heinz  J.;  Chief,  Office  of  Environmental  Assessment,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  4 

Musselman,  David 

Orlandi,  Robin;  Board  of  Directors  of  Reef  Relief 

Percy,  George  W.;  Division  of  Historical  Resources,  Florida  Department  of  State 

Pfeiffer,  Steven  G.;  State  of  Florida,  Dept,  of  Community  Affairs 

Poole,  Samuel  E.  Ill;  South  Florida  Water  Management  District 

Probert  P.E.,  Daniel 

Rebosio,  Gianne  T. 

Richardson,  Drew;  Professional  Association  of  Diving  Instructors 
Richardson,  Drew,  Professional  Association  of  Diving  Instructors 
Richardson,  Drew,  Professional  Association  of  Diving  Instructors 
Rosenblatt,  Sol 
Simonds,  Lois 

Slack,  James  J.;  South  Florida  Field  Office,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Thorpe,  Paul;  Northwest  Florida  Water  Management  District 

unsigned 

unsigned 

unsigned 

unsigned 

Weeks,  Vicki 

West  Florida  Regional  Planning  Council 
Wheeler,  Kathy 

Whitfield,  Estus  D.;  Environmental  Policy/Community  and  Economic  Development 
Unit,  Office  of  the  Governor,  State  of  Florida 

Wright,  Bruce 

Wright,  David  C.  Ph.D. 

Wright,  David  C.  Ph.D.;  Union  of  Concerned  Scientists 


P-W-0038 

P-W-0028 

P-W-0059 

P-W-0062 

P-W-0069 

P-W-0065 

P-W-0021 
P-W-001 4 
P-W-0050 
P-W-0067 
P-W-0042 
P-W-0061 
P-W-001  7 
P-W-0037 
P-W-001  3 
P-W-001 2 
P-W-0007 
P-W-0058 
P-W-0022 
P-W-0057 
P-W-0026 
P-W-0029 
P-W-0030 
P-W-0047 
P-W-001 0 
P-W-0054 
P-W-0044 
P-W-0048 

P-W-0040 

P-W-0006 

P-W-0005 
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SUMMARY  OF  THE  VIEWS  OF 
THE  MISSILE  TASK  FORCE 
PRESENTED  BY  SANDY  HADDEN 
MARCH  12  AND  13,1998 

My  name  Is  Alexander  Hadden.  I  am  a  retired  attorney.  My  comments 
this  evening  are  intended  as  a  summary  of  the  views  presented  by  this  Task 
Force. 

The  focus  of  the  Task  Force  has  been  to  assess  how  well  the  draft  SEIS 
portrays  the  Impact  on  the  Keys  of  launching  target  missies  here.  We  find  the 
document  as  it  stands  to  be  incomplete,  superficial  and  In  some  respects, 
distorted. 

Our  first  concern  is  human  health  and  safety-  Nowhere  in  the  SEIS  is 
there  any  focus  on  the  possibility  of  serious  accident.  It  neither  quantifies  nor 
even  mentions  the  possibility  that  human  error,  equipment  or  system  failure, 
sudden  wind  or  meteorological  change,  or  a  combination  of  such  factors  might 
result  In  a  destructive  distribution  of  debris  or  toxic  emissions  beyond  the 
Launch  Hazard  Area.  Of  particular  concern  Is  the  extremely  short  distance 
from  the  launch  site  to  the  edge  of  the  LHA  on  its  populated  side.  The  fashion 
In  which  the  LHA  was  magically  shrunk  when  it  was  discovered  chat  It 
Included  settled  areas  seems  to  us  to  highlight  the  document's  lack  of 
objectivity.  Also,  more  detail  is  needed  on  the  timing  of  the  trigger  mechanism 
in  the  event  of  an  accidental  firing  In  the  direction  of  a  populated  area. 

The  SEIS  likewise  fails  to  explain  why  the  launch  site  here  should  be  so 
much  closer  to  populated  areas  than  it  is  at  other  sites.  There  is  no  other  US 
missile  test  site  that  is  nearly  so  dose.  The  launch  sites  In  northern  Florida,  for 
example,  will  be  from  platforms  S  to  13  miles  offshore  of  Eglin  Air  Force  Base. 
.Are  there  special  circumstances  that  might  justify  a  departure  In  the  Keys 
from  the  safety  precautions  proposed  there?  If  so,  the  SEIS  falls  to  mention 
them. 

Our  second  concern  is  the  enyliQnmfillL  The  analysis  understates  the 
potential  impact  of  introducing  large  quantities  of  hydrochloric  acid  Into  a 
region  of  high  humidity  and  shallow  sea  water,  and  it  fails  to  focus  at  all  on 
the  consequences  of  such  imposition  on  the  fragile  akailne  environment  of 
the  Keys. 

We  also  concur  with  the  concerns  raised  by  the  Marine  Sanctuary  and 
the  Wildlife  Service.  We  urge  that  these  issues  be  addressed  in  the  final  SEIS. 


P-W-0001 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


02 

03 

04 

05 

06 


07 


A  third  concern  is  transportation.  The  Overseas  Highway  is  the  sole 
conduit  for  automobile  traffic,  drinking  water,  electric  power,  hospital  and 
medical  services,  food  and  every  other  vital  service  required  by  our  entire 
population.  The  impact  of  the  missile  proposal  on  this  lifeline  corridor  is  not 
addressed  at  all  in  the  draft  SEIS.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  this  heavy  new 
traffic  burden  on  normal  and  essendal  traffic  patterns?  And  God  forbid  that 
there  should  be  an  accident  that  takes  out  a  bridge,  for  example,  but  should 
there  not  be  some  contingency  planning  that  would  take  such  possibilities 
Into  account? 

In  conclusion,  there  Is  a  real  possibility  of  the  failure  of  a  missile 
launch.  We  can  conceive  of  no  other  rural  location  in  the  US  where  the 
consequences  of  such  an  accident  would  be  more  devastating.  Such  a  failure 
could  result  in  the  dispersal  of  flammable  and  toxic  materials  and  chunks  of 
missile  hardware  into  areas  where  people  live,  or  involve  the  accidental 
explosion  of  a  missile  being  transported  on  US  1.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that 
the  chances  of  such  events  happening  in  the  Keys  are  "minimal.''  Disasters  of 
this  sort  have  happened  In  the  past  and  they  could  happen  here. 

We  hope  that  the  final  SEIS  will  look  much  harder  and  deeper  into  these 
real  risks  and  find  ways  to  treat  them  that  would  be  both  more  detailed  and 
more  convincing. 
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My  name  is  Shirley  Freeman  and  1  am  a  Monroe  County  Commissioner. 
Welcome  to  our  beautiful  new  commission  chambers  here  at  the  Harvey  Government 
Center  at  Historic  Truman  School. 


As  a  County  Commissioner  I  wanted  to  fully  analyze  and  respond  to  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  To  assist  me  In  analyzing  this 
document,  I  have  been  fortunate  enough  to  be  able  to  call  upon  a  team  of  scientists  and 
others  who  have  volunteered  their  time  and  expertise  to  examine  the  Draft  SEIS  with  a 
fine  tooth  comb. 


Their  findings  are  this  document  has  many  fine  attributes  but  is  woefully  lacking 
in  evidence  which  leads  to  some  of  the  conclusions  concerning  the  ecological  treasure  we 
call  the  Florida  Keys.  It  falls  short  in  consideration  of  the  possible  toxic  damage  from 
chemical  discharge  and  physical  fallout  that  would  affect  the  health  and  safety  of  our 
citizens,  our  sensitive  environment  which  includes  a  national  marine  sanctuary,  and  our 
unique  tropical  atmosphere. 


Now  1  will  introduce  the  team.  Each  member  has  lived  in  the  Florida  Keys  for 
six  to  20  years.  Each  will  speak  to  you  in  their  area  of  expertise.  It  is  my  job  to  introduce 
them  and  give  their  credentials. 


Geny  Girard 

Mr.  Girard  is  a  retired  airline  captain  of  37  years  service,  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  a 
telecommunications  company,  and  is  an  avid  outdoorsman. 

Topic:  General  Comments 


Elizabeth  Cofcr 

Mrs.  Cofer  is  a  Duke  University  graduate  with  a  BA  in  zoology  and  a  MA  degree  in 
education  and  epjoyed  a  20  year  career  as  chemistry  teacher. 

Cudioe,  FL 

Topic:  Traffic  and  Transportation 


Donald  Lowe 

Mr.  Lowe  has  a  MA  degree  in  Physics.  As  a  research  manege:  for  Bcnaix  Aerospace 
Systems  Division,  he  directed  programs  related  to  ballistic  missile  launch  and  re-entry 
measurements.  He  served  as  US  Naval  Ordinance  Representative  to  the  United  Kingdom. 
Cudjoe,  FL 

Topic:  Noise  and  Visual  Aesthetics 
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Comments  on  Draft  SEIS 
12  March,  1998 
Donald  S.  Lowe 

Honorable  Commissioner* ,  DoD  Representatives,  and  Interested 
and  Concerned  Citizens.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express 
rcy  views  on  the  Draft  SEIS.  I  will  speak  only  on  two  issues, 
aesthetics  and  noise.  For  sake  of  brevity,  I  will  discuss  the 
Cudjoe  sits,  but  the  comments  apply  to  the  Saddlebunch  Keys 
as  well. 

Most  of  the  views  around  the  proposed  launch  sites  are  judged 
in  the  study  to  have  mijoimal  scenic  attractivenesa .  What  can 
I  say  except  that  beauty  is  in  the  eye3  of  the  beholder.  I 
for  one  love  these  low  lying  mangrove  islands  set  in  sparkling 
water.  That  is  why  most  of  us  live  down  here  at  the  end  of 
the  earth.  The  report  further  concludes  that  the  40'  tall,  90* 
long  assembly  building  will  only  slightly  altar  the  scenic 
integrity  of  the  area.  Such  a  building  will  be  very  dominant 
here  in  the  Keys  where  buildings  are  restricted  by  coda  to  a 
height  of  less  than  35' . 

As  for  human  reaction  to  noise,  the  study  averages  the  day  night 
background  noise  level  over  a  yoar.  The  color  figure  on  the 
left  shows  the  noise  level  for  Cudjoe.  This  is  derived  from 
land  use  classification  and  noise  statistics,  yellow  represents 
a  55  dB  noise  level,  about  that  used  in  conversation.  From 
this  modeling,  it  is  estimated  that  44  of  Cudjoe  residents  are 
unhappy  with  their  noise  environment.  When  the  noise  from  12 
Hera  launches  is  added  (the  figure  on  the  right)  the  noise  in 
moat  of  the  populated  area  (yellow)  remains  the  same,  and  the 
percent  of  people  unhappy  with  their  noise  environment  remains 
at  4%.  How  can  this  be?  It  is  because  the  shcrt  impulse  of 
noise  is  time  averaged  over  an  entire  year  thereby  reducing 
its  level  a  factor  of  about  500,000  (60  minutes/hour, 

24houra/day,  and  3 65day s /year ) .  This  methodology  is  clearly 
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wrong  for  analyzing  the  effects  of  a  short  burst  of  noise. 

A  dynamite  blast  could  rupture  one's  eardrums  without  measurably 
affecting  the  yearly  averaged  noise  level.  Actual  noise 
measurements  of  a  Hera  launch  are  more  helpful  toward 
understanding  launch  noise.  The  next  figure,  taken  from  the 
study,  plots  rookeries  and  sound  levels  with  respect  to  the 
cudjoe  launch  pad.  The  noise  level  at  S  miles  is  93  dB.  This 
is  equivalent  to  the  sound  of  a  full  speed  freight  train  at 
30  feet.  Who  could  sleep  through  that  and  once  wakened  would 
not  listen  intensely  to  determine  whether  cr  not  one  should 
dive  for  cover?  No  studies  were  cited  as  to  the  possilble 
psychological  scarring  of  the  residents  by  this  type  of 
disturbance.  Regarding  wildlife,  however,  it  is  noted  that 
at  least  one  rookery  will  experience  121  dB  of  noise  which  is 
the  threshold  of  pain  in  humans.  The  study  reports  that  birds 
will  leave  their  nest3  but  will  return.  The  study  concludes 
that  there  will  be  no  long  term  effects.  Where  is  the  scientific 
evidence? 

I  beg  you  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  correct  what  I  perceive 
to  be  misleading  conclusions  in  the  Draft  SEIS.  The  launch 
noise  will  disturb  both  humans  and  wildlife,  and  the  exact  degree 
will  not  be  known  without  an  extensive  scientific  investigation. 
The  scenic  quality  and  character  of  the  site  will  dramatically 
change  with  the  launch  operations.  The  impacting  cost*  on 
residents,  tourism,  and  overall  quality  of  life  have  not  been 
quantatlvely  analyzed  to  determine  the  true  cost  of  launching 
missiles  from  the  Keys.  The  decision  to  launch  ballistic  missiles 
near  populated  areas  in  a  sanctuary  is  far  too  important  to 
be  based  on  "trust  me"  judgements.  It  should  be  based  on  hard, 
quantitative,  scientific  evidence  which  this  study  sadly  lacks. 
Thank  you. 
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Comments  by  Dennis  Henizs,  on  SAFETY  -  LAUNCH  HAZARD  AREA 
(TMD  EIS  Public  Hearings,  Florida  Keys,  March  12/13, 1998) 


For  neighbors  within  a  few  miles  of  the  proposed  launch  sites,  safety  is  the 
most  crucial  issue.  The  original  Theater  Missile  Defense  EIS  cites  a 
nominal  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles  for  the  Hera  missile.  When  the 
Keys  were  first  looked  at  as  a  launch  site,  the  Hera  LHA  shrunk  to  9,000 
feet,  about  the  distance  to  US1 .  That  was  when  BMDO  thought  that 
nobody  lived  north  of  US1  on  Cudjoe  Key.  When  that  error  was  pointed 
out,  the  LHA  further  shrunk  to  6,500  feet,  less  than  1.25  mile. 

The  red  shaded  area  at  the  bottom  of  the  LHA  16  the  area  carved  out  of  the 
LHA  because  my  wife  and  I  and  22  other  families  were  found  to  be  living 
there. 

Shrinking  the  LHA  is  rationalized  by  promising  to  blow  up  an  errant  missile 
sooner  if  It  heads  toward  us  than  if  it  goes  off-course  in  some  other 
direction.  There  are  many  problems  with  that,  and  it  is  no  comfort.  For 
one  thing,  it  only  means  a  higher  probability  of  a  missile  having  to  be 
destroyed  after  launch,  and  for  every  such  failed  launch,  there’d  have  to  be 
another  one.  Building  a  higher  probability  of  failure  into  an  inherently 
dangerous  activity,  simply  because  the  site  is  too  close  to  human 
population,  shows  astoundingly  poor  planning! 

The  6,500  foot  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  far  from  being  prudent  and 
conservative,  and  does  not  consider  any  of  several  worst-case  mishaps.  It 
takes  Into  account  the  debris  dispersal  for  an  exploding  Hera  on  or  directly 
above  the  launch  pad,  but  not  any  of  several  plausible  failure  modes  in 
which  the  missile  moves  some  distance  in  the  wrong  direction  and  then 
explodes. 

A  type  of  mishap  representing  just  one  such  failure  is  presented  in  a  report 
published  last  week  by  David  Wright,  a  physicist  with  MIT  and  the  Union  of 
Concerned  Scientists.  Dr.  Wright's  report  analyzes  the  6,500  foot  Launch 
Hazard  Area  proposed  for  Cudjoe  Key.  The  same  study  would  apply  to  the 
Saddlebunch  site.  It  describes  a  failure  mode  in  which  debris  from  a  flight 
terminated  due  to  a  particular  directional  control  failure  a  few  seconds  after 
launch  could  cause  debris  to  land  outside  the  LHA,  more  than  2  miles  from 
the  launch  site. 
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The  report  concludes: 

"This  analysis  concludes  that  an  LHA  of  1.5  miles  is  not  Justified  on 
technical  grounds.  There  appear  to  be  possible  malfunctions  of  the  Hera 
missile  that  could  result  in  debris  outside  the  1.5  mile  LHA  even  if  the  flight 
is  terminated  very  early,  While  the  probability  of  such  a  malfunction  is  not 
known,  similar  events  have  occurred  in  the  recent  past.  These  results 
therefore  mean  that  the  official  launch  hazard  area  determined  by  BMDO 
for  the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key  site  is  too  small." 


The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  inadequate  in  other  respects  as  well.  Patterns 
of  falling  debris  from  an  accident  should  not  be  the  only  criteria  for 
determining  the  LHA.  Noise  and  shock  waves  from  potential  explosions, 
and  chemical  clouds  from  potential  accidents  must  be  considered. 

Your  EIS  acknowledges  that  explosions  could  result  in  compression  waves 
of  2.0  psf  overpressure,  strong  enough  to  cause  minor  structure  damage, 
as  far  away  as  1.9  miles.  There  are  at  least  23  homes  that  close.  The 
Launch  Hazard  Area  is  not  big  enough. 

With  respect  to  the  chemical  cloud  from  a  combustion  accident,  both  of  the 
dispersion  models  used  in  the  EIS'  Air  Quality  sections  show  that  the 
highest  concentrations  of  hydrogen  chloride  are  outside  the  Launch 
Hazard  Area.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  not  big  enough. 

There  simply  is  not  enough  wide-open  space  anywhere  in  the  Keys  for  a 
Launch  Hazard  Area  that  takes  into  account  the  very  launch  hazards  that 
are  acknowledged  in  the  EIS. 
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A  TedmicaJ  Assessment 

of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  in  Cadjoe  Key,  Florida 
David  C.  Wright' 

Union  of  Concerned  Scientists  & 

Security  Studies  Program,  WXT 

March  6,  1998 


Summary 

The  US  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  (BMDO)  has  been  considering  using  a 
site  in  Cudjoe  Key,  Florida  to  launch  Hera  lest  missiles  as  part  of  the  program  to  develop 
theater  missile  defenses, 

A  standard  safety  precaution  is  to  define  a  launch  hazard  area  (LHA)  around  a  missile 
launch  site  that  represents  xrtirea  that  might  be  showered  with  debris  in  the  event  of  a 
malfunction  during  the  launch  of  the  missile.  If  the  LHA  of  a  proposed  Lunch  site  would 
include  areas  containing  schools,  housing,  etc.,  the  location  cannot  be  used  as  a  launch 
site. 

Toe  Army  has  stated  that  the  nominal  LHA  for  Hera  missile  launches  is  4.5  miles  (7.2 
kilometers)  in  all  directions  around  the  launch  site.1 

The  LHA  determined  by  BMDO  for  the  Cudjoe  Keys  launch  site,  however,  extends  only 
about  1.5  miles  (2.4  kin)  in  the  direction  opposite  to  the  planned  flight  path  of  the 
tru  saile,1  If  the  LHA  were  larger  in  that  direction,  it  would  include  homes  and  the  Lunch 
site  would  not  be  allowed. 

The  purpose  of  this  assessment  is  to  understand  if  a  reduction  in  the  LHA  by  a  factor  of 
three — from  a  nominal  4.5  miles  to  1.5  miles— can  be  justified  on  technical  grounds.  It 
describes  a  technical  analysis  of  where  debris  could  land  as  a  result  of  malfunction  and 
termination  of  a  launch  of  a  Hera  missile  early  in  flight. 

Tbb  analysis  concludes  that  an  LHA  of  1.5  miles  L  not  Justified  on  technical 
grounds.  There  appear  to  be  possible  malfunctions  of  the  Her*  missile  that  could 
result  In  debris  outride  the  1.5  mile  LHA  even  If  the  flight  L  terminated  very  early. 
While  the  probability  of  such  a  malfunction  is  not  known,  similar  events  hare 
occurred  in  tbe  recent  past  These  results  therefore  mean  that  the  official  launch 
hazard  arta  determined  by  BMDO  for  the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key  site  is  too  smalL 


*  Dxvid  Wright  u  ft  Senior  Staff  Scientist  it  the  Uni oa  of  Cocccrood  Sdcaiiiu  in  Cambridge,  MA  and  a 
Research  Fellow  in  the  Scarify  Studio*  Program  a  M3T.  Ha  received  hi*  Ph.D.  in  physics  from  Cornell 
University  m  1983.  One  cf  his  main  areas  of  expertise  is  the  technical  analysis  of  missile  systems. 
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Determining  the  Launch  Hazard  Area 

The  military's  description  of  how  a  launch  hazzard  area  (LHA)  is  determined  can  be 
found  on  the  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  web  site  at  twl, eglin.af.mil/46mld/lha.htm.  The  first 
step  is  to  determine  the  LHA  in  the  absence  of  wind,  which  could  shift  the  debris  partem. 
The  description  states: 

"Certain  areas  cannot  be  located  within  an  LHA  Examples  include  housing, 
schools,  and  office  buildings.  If  a  protected  area  lies  within  the  calculated  Debris 
Hazard  Area— No  Wind  for  a  proposed  she,  then  that  site  cannot  be  used  for 
missile  launches.''  (emphasis  original) 

While  wind  may  shift  the  pattern  of  debris  and  increase  the  sue  of  the  LHA  for  a 
particular  Lunch  depending  on  weather  conditions,  it  cannot  decrease  the  size  of  the 
LHA  from  the  “LHA-No  Wind"  (called  the  "Debris  Hazard  Area — No  Wind”  above). 
Thus  if  a  calculation  of  the  debris  pattern  from  an  aborted  launch  in  tho  absence  of  wind 
shows  that  debris  could  foil  on  the  protected  areas  listed  above  (bousing,  schools,  and 
office  buildings),  the  Lunch  site  cannot  be  used.  As  a  result,  the  calculations  in  this  paper 
are  done  assuming  there  is  no  wind. 

Calculating  the  LHA-No  Wind 

Tbe  Eglin  web  page  rtates  that  the  LHA-No  Wind  is  determined  by  a  computer  model 
that  calculates  where  debris  would  land  if  the  misiilc  had  to  he  destroyed  after  launch.. 

The  computer  model  attempts  to  take  into  account  malfunctions  of  the  missile  that  send 
the  missile  off  its  intended  course.  The  LHA  description  states; 

“Every  five  seconds  of  flight,  tbe  model  forces  the  missile  off  its  flight  path  for 
five  seconds.” 

The  computer  then  calculates  where  debris  from  a  missile  destroyed  at  that  time  would 
land,  and  that  information  is  uaed  to  calculate  the  LHA-No  Wind.  In  response  to 
questions  on  this  point,  tbe  BMDO  has  said  that  early  in  flight  it  might  not  wait  for  five 
seconds  after  a  malfunction  to  terminate  the  flight  but  couid  do  so  a  couple  of  seconds 
earlier. 

Checking  the  BMDO ’s  Calculation  of  the  LHA-No  Wmd  at  Cudjoe  Key 

The  details  behind  the  BMDO’s  calculation  of  the  LHA-No  Wind  at  the  Cudjoe  Key  site 
are  not  publicly  available.  However,  considerable  information  is  known  about  the  Hera 
test  missile,  allowing  the  trajectory  of  the  missile  to  be  calculated  under  normal  operating 
conditions  and  under  various  type*  of  malfunctions.  Assuming  a  missile  Lunch  is  aborted 
at  some  point  on  the  trajectory,  the  pattern  of  debris  can  be  calculated  using  standard 
assumptions  about  atmospheric  drag  on  the  debris. 
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In  my  calculations  I  have  assumed  reasonable  “worst-case"  malfunctions  of  (be  Hera 
missile  that  should  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  LHA-No  Wind.  These 
calculations  are  described  in  detail  in  the  Appendix. 


1992)  failed  when  the  first  stage  motor  felled  to  Ignite.  Thus  for  this  eight-year 
period,  the  reliability  was  9  of  12,  or  75%.  Even  ignoring  the  launch  that  never  got  off 
the  ground  gives  a  reliability  of  9  of  1 1,  or  82%. 


Results  of  the  Calculations 

The  calculations  described  in  the  Appendix  show  that  reasonable  assumptions  about 
possible  malfunctions  of  the  Hera  missile  would  result  in  debris  felling  1,6-2. 1 miles  or 
farther  behind  the  launch  site.  Thus,  this  debris  would  land  outside  of  the  official  LHA- 
No  Wind  that  has  been  presented  by  BMDO  for  tbe  Cudjoe  Key  site. 

These  results  therefore  mean  that  the  official  LHA-No  Wind  determined  by  BMDO  for 
the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key  she  is  too  small. 


What  is  the  probability  of  malfunction  of  the  missile? 

The  probability  of  a  malfunction  that  would  cause  a  Hera  missile  to  yeer  out  of  control  is 
not  publicly  known.  However,  there  are  numerous  examples  of  such  a  malfunction.  The 
news  report  of  a  malfunction  of  an  Ariea  rocket  in  1991  that  Is  attached  at  the  end  of  this 
report  gives  an  example  of  such  a  malfunction,  in  that  case  caused  by  a  software  rather 
than  hardware  problem. 

It  is,  however,  possible  to  say  something  about  the  overall  reliability  of  Minuteman 
missiles.  Since  tbe  Hera  missile  consists  of  the  upper  two  stages  of  a  Mmuteman  U 
missile,  these  reliability  figures  may  give  some  indication  of  the  reliability  that  can  be 
expected  of  Hera.  It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind,  however,  that  there  are  many  failure 
modes  that  do  not  involve  the  guidance  and  control  system  of  the  missile,  which  is  the 
failure  mode  considered  here.  In  most  cases  discussed  below,  the  failure  mode  is  not 
publicly  knowm 

.  Between  1969  and  1989,  the  Minuteman  n  missile  underwent  101  operational  test 
and  evaluation  (OT&E)  flight  tests.3  Of  these,  15  were  failures,  giving  a  reliability  of 
85%. 

.  Between  1971  and  1989,  the  Minuteman  ffl  missile,  which  is  an  upgrade  to  the 

Minuteman  H,  underwent  136  OT&E  flight  tests."  Of  these,  17  were  feilures,  giving  a 
reliability  of  87.5%. 

.  Between  1985  and  1992,  there  were  12  launch  attempts  for  Minuteman  I  missiles3 
that  had  been  refurbished  for  use  as  space  launch  vehicles  in  much  the  same  wsy  that 
Minuteman  H  components  have  been  refurbished  for  use  in  Hera,  On  two  of  these 
nights  (20  January  1987  and  24  October  1992)  the  missile  malfunctioned  and  was 
destroyed  during  flight  by  a  range  safety  officer,  A  third  launch  attempt  (20  January 


References 

1  US  Army  Space  and  Strategic  Defense  Command,  Theater  Missile  Defense  Hera  Target 
Systems:  Environmental  Assessment,  January  1994,  p.  1-30;  US  Army  Space  and 
Strategic  Defense  Command,  Wahe  Island:  Environmental  Assessment,  January  1994,  p. 
1-21;  US  Army  Space  and  Strategic  Defenae  Command,  Theater  Missile  Defense 
Extended  Test  Range:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  January  1 994,  p.2-16. 

3  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  -  EgUn  Gulf  Test  Range  (draft),  prepared  for  Major  Thomas  J.  Kennedy, 
Director  of  Teat,  Theater  Missile  Defense,  Eglin  AFB,  EL,  6  February  1998,  3-428. 

3  Steven  Flank,  “Flight  Test  Restrictions  and  Reliability  Analysis  for  BaUlstio  Missiles: 
An  Analytic  Framework,"  May  1991,  unpublished. 

4  Ibid. 

3  The  launch  dates  were  obtained  from  Jeffrey  Geiger  in  the  Base  Historian's  Office  at 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  (personal  communication,  14  December  1992). 
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Appendix:  Description  of  Calculation  Of  Debris  Dispersion 


Calculation  of  the  Nominal  Hera  Trajectory 

The  technical  parameters  for  the  Hera  missile  are  well  known  from  several  sources. '  The 
Hera  is  built  from  surplus  Minuteman  missile  components.  For  the  two-stage  version  of 
the  Hen,  the  first  stage  is  an  SR19  booster,  which  is  tbe  Mlnuteman  H  second  stage.  This 
stage  has  a  total  mass  of  16,000  pounds  (lb)  (7.270  metric  tonnes  (te)),  contains  13,725  lb 
(6.236  te)  of  propellant,  and  has  a  nominal  burn  time  of  64  seconds.  The  motor  generates 
approximately  56,100  lb  (250,000  newtons)  of  thrust.  This  stage  is  roughly  11  feet  (3.4 
meters)  long  and  has  a  diameter  of  4.3  feet  (1.3  meters). 

The  second  stage  is  an  M57A1  booster,  which  is  the  Mimuemaa  H  third  stage.  This  stage 
has  a  total  mass  of 4,422  lb  (2.010  te),  contains  3,650  tb  (1.659  te)  of  propellant,  and  can 
burn  for  up  to  60  seconds.  This  motor  generates  a  thrust  of  roughly  16,900  lb  (75,000 
newtons).  This  stage  is  roughly  7  feet  (2.1  meters)  long  and  has  a  diameter  of  3.3  feet  (1 
meter). 

The  Hera  payload  section  has  a  mass  of  roughly  3400  lb  (1-55  te),  end  is  roughly  10  feet 
(3  meters)  long. 

Given  these  technical  parameters,  one  can  integrate  the  equations  of  motion  on  a 
computer  to  calculate  the  trajectory  of  the  missile.  The  program  used  for  these 
calculations  includes  an  atmosphere  and  calculates  the  effects  of  atmospheric  drag  on  the 
missile  trajectory  using  standard  methods.2 

Using  the  parameter  values  given  above,  these  calculations  give  atrajectorjr  essentially 
identical  to  that  provided  by  the  Air  Force  for  the  nominal  Hera  trajectory.  In  these 
calculations,  I  have  assumed  the  Hera  travels  vertically  for  a  short  time  (5  seconds) 
before  lateral  thrust  is  applied  to  begin  turning  the  missile,  (I  also  considered  a  case  in 
which  the  missile  flies  vertically  for  only  3.  seconds  and  found  that  the  results  are 
insensitive  to  this  number.) 


Estimation  of  Debris  Pattern  After  a  Missile  Malfunction 

This  section  describes  how  I  calculated  the  debris  pattern  from  an  aborted  launch,  Some 
relevant  details  of  tho  missile,  such  as  the  maximum  turn  it  can  undergo,  ara  not  publicly 


1  "He  Hera  Target  Missile,''  BalUak  Missile  Defease  Organization  (BMDO)  feet  Sheet  96-01 6,  April 
19V6;  David  Hughes.  "Hers  to  ChaUcoteTHAAD  ibis  Month,"  AvtaBaa  Week  and  Spaa  Technology,  1 1 
March  1 996, 39;  Thomas  Coe  brio  at  at,  Nuclear  Weapons  Databook  Velum*  / ;  US  Nuclear  Weapons 
(Cambridge,  MA:  Ballinger,  1913),  p.  113. 

1  Po<- 1  datcriptiao  of  tho  program,  eeo  1..  Gnjnhflid  sod  D.  Wright  “Depressed  Trajectory  SLBMt 
Sdcna t  and  Global  Security  3,  1 991, 101*160, 

1  This  dau  was  provided  w  Mr.  Dennis  Heniza  by  Msj.  Thomas  Kennedy,  Theater  Missile  Defease  Ten 
Manager,  EgHa  Air  Force  Base. 


P-W-0006 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


available.  However,  it  II  possible  to  estimate  these  parameters  to  give  highly  plausible 
predictions  of  the  debris  pattern. 

Tbe  LHA  is  calculated  by  assuming  the  missile  undergoes  what  the  military  calls  a 
“worst  turn”  at  various  points  along  the  missile  trajectory.  A  “worst  turn"  is  a  turn  that 
tbe  missile  is  physically  capable  of  achieving  and  that  is  the  most  problematic  in  terms  of 
dispersing  debris.  The  missile  is  then  allowed  to  travel  in  that  direction  for  five  seconds 
before  the  flight  is  aborted. 

When  tbe  flight  is  aborted,  pieces  of  the  missile  will  follow  ballistic  paths  to  the  ground, 
with  the  path  of  each  piece  determined  by  its  ballistic  coefficient4  (weight-to-drag  ratio) 
and  its  speed  and  direction  at  the  time  of  thrust  termination  of  the  missile.  The  LHA-No 
Wind  is  then  determined  by  considering  such  “worst  turns”  in  all  directions  away  from 
the  intended  path  and  finding  an  envelope  outside  of  which  none  of  tbe  debris  falls. 

BMDO  officials  have  stated  that,  eariy  in  flight,  the  flight  might  be  terminated  before  the 
missile  is  allowed  to  travel  for  five  seconds  after  a  “worst  turn.”  In  the  calculations  in  this 
paper,  we  assume  the  flight  is  aborted  only  three  seconds  after  a  “worst  turn.” 

I  consider  a  particular  case  in  which  the  missile  flics  on  the  nominal  Hera  trajectory  for 
nine  seconds.  Al  that  point  the  missile  is  travelling  at  about  417  fJs  (127  m/s)  and  is  at  an 
altitude  of  about  1970  ft  (600  meters).  The  velocity  vector  is  about  84.5  degrees  with 
respect  to  tbe  horizontal.  A  malfunction  is  assumed  to  occur  at  that  point  in  Ihe  missile’s 
guidance  and  control  system  that  causes  the  missile  to  begin  to  turn  in  the  opposite 
direction  (still  in  the  plane  of  the  trajectory)  for  three  soconds.  The  turning  is  caused  by 
aerodynamic  lift  forces  on  the  missile  body  that  result  when  lateral  thrust  of  the  rocket 
motor  generates  a  non-zero  angle  of  attack.  Since  this  is  occurring  at  low  altitudes  where 
the  atmospheric  density  is  large,  the  lift  forces  are  strong  and  can  cause  tbe  missile  to  turn 
rapidly.  The  majority  of  the  missile's  thrust,  however,  is  still  accelerating  the  missile. 
After  three  seconds,  the  missile’s  speed  has  increased  to  558  ft/s  (170  m/s)  and  it  has 
climbed  to  about  3280  ft  (1  km)  in  altitude,  and  i«  approximately  above  the  launch  point. 
We  assume  that  the  “worst  turn”  results  in  the  missile  velocity  being  at  an  angle  of  40-45 
degrees  with  respect  to  the  horizontal,  which  would  maximize  the  dispersal  of  debris. 

There  is  good  evidence  that  the  missile  could  withstand  such  a  turn,  based  on  the 
behavior  of  the  Trident  II  missile  on  21  March  1989,  when  it  failed  its  first  launch 
attempt  at  sen.  (See  figure  1.)  A  malfunction  of  the  guidance  and  control  systom  caused 
the  missile  to  fly  in  a  circle  of  roughly  300  foot  (90  meter)  diameter,  and  it  did  so  for  a 
short  time  without  breaking  up.  Eventually,  as  ti»  missile  began  to  spiral  inward,  the 
turning  rate  and  resulting  atmospheric  forces  became  high  enough  that  the  missile  broke 
apart  However,  an  analysis  of  tbe  Trident  trajectory  shows  that  the  middle  part  of  its 
flight  occurred  at  atmospheric  densities  and  at  speeds  comparable  to  those  in  the  Hera 
case  described  above.  This  strongly  suggests  that  the  Hera  could  undergo  a  turn  of  the 
type  assumed  above  without  breaking  up  before  the  flight  is  aborted. 


*  Tbe  ballistic  coefficient  6  U  defined  as  6  *  W/CoA,  where  W  is  the  weight  of  the  object,  Co  the  drag 
coefficient;  and  A  U  the  projected  area  perpendicular  to  the  motion  of  the  object 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  RESPONSE  3/1 2/98 
SOL  ROSENBLATT 

THANKS  FOR  GIVING  ME  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  SOME  SOLID  ROCKET 
EMISSION  OBSERVATIONS  MADE  DURING  MY  3  1/2  YEARS  AS  A  SOLID  ROCKET 
DEVELOPMENT  CHEMIST  FOR  THE  POLARIS  MISSILE  PROGRAM. 

1  fqR  her  A,  1 .5  TONS  OF  HCI  GAS  EMITTED  PER  LAUNCH.  THIS  GAS 
COMBINES  IN  A  HUMID  OR  EXCESS  WATER  ENVIRONMENT  WITH  3  TONS  OF 
WATER,  WHICH  BRINGS  DOWN  THE  HCI  IN  THE  FORM  OF  4  1/2  TONS  OF  HCI 
ACID  RAIN.  A  FEW  DROPS  OF  THIS  ACID  WILL  REDUCE  THE  PH  OF  A  GALLON  OF 
WATER  TO  BELOW  7  INSTANTANEOUSLY.  WHICH  AUTHOR  OF  THIS 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  CONSIDERS  HIMSELF  OR  HERSELF 
VERSED  WELL  ENOUGH  IN  THE  CHEMICAL  BALANCE  OF  OUR  BACKWATERS, 
THAT  HE  OR  SHE  IS  WILLING  TO  GAMBLE  THAT  INTRODUCING  4  1/2  TONS  OF 
HCI  ACID  INTO  THIS  SHALLOW  ENVIRONMENT,  FOR  EACH  LAUNCH,  WILL  NOT 
CAUSE  A  DELETERIOUS  CHAIN  REACTION  ?  ■  THIS  FRAGILE  ENVIRONMENT 
WHERE  WE  STILL  ARE  TRYING  TO  LEARN  THE  REASON  FOR  OUR  REEFS 
MYSTERIOUS  DYING  OFF  AT  THE  RATE  OF  BETWEEN  4-10%  PER  YEAR. 

THE  CLAIM  IS  MADE  THAT  ONLY  20%  OF  THE  HCI  IN  THE  PRESENCE  OF  WATER 
COMBINES  TO  FORM  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID. 

WHAT  HAPPENS  TO  THE  80%  BALANCE? 

COULD  IT  BE  THAT  ONLY  20%  WAS  DETECTED  BECAUSE: 

1 .  THERE  WAS  AN  ASSUMPTION  THAT  THE  WATER  PRODUCED  BY  THE 
COMBUSTION  WAS  THE  LIMITING  WATER  AVAILABLE  FOR  COMBINING  WITH  THE 

HCI 

2.  THAT  AT  THE  TEMPERATURE  OF  THE  EXHAUST,  ONLY  A  CERTAIN  AMOUNT  OF 
WATER  WAS  A.VAILABLE. 

3  THAT  THE  LOW  DESERT  HUMIDITY  AT  FORT  WINGATE,  NEW  MEXICO  LIMITED 
THE  WATER  AVAILABLE,  AND  ALTERED  REAQINGS. 

THE  FACT  IS  THAT  IN  THE  PRESENCE  OF  EXCESS  WATER  OR  HIGH  HUMIDITY  AT 
STANDARD  TEMPERATURES  AND  PRESSURES,  ALL  THE  HCI  GAS  COMBINES 
WITHWATER. 
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CLAIM  THAT  HCI  AND/OR  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID  CLOUDS  EASILY  MIX  WITH  THE 
AIR  AND  DISPERSE: 

1.  WARM  UPDRAFTS  ARE  PRODUCED  BY  THE  EXOTHERMIC  REACTION  OF 
GASEOUS  HCI  AND  MOIST  AIR,  PLUS  THE  UPDRAFT  CAUSED  BY  THE 
COMBUSTION  OF  THE  PROPELLANT  -  BOTH  WILL  CAUSE  THE  EXHAUST  TRAIL 
TO  RISE  AND  FORM  AN  HCI  CONTAINING  CLOUD  IN  A  HUMID  ENVIRONMENT  OF 
SLOW  MOVING  AIR.  IN  ADDITION,  THERE  WILL  BE  AN  UPDRAFT  DUE  TO  THE 
HEAT  OF  CONDENSATION,  AS  HCI  ACID  VAPOR  CONDENSES  INTO  LARGER 
DROPLETS  GIVING  UP  ITS  HEAT  OF  VAPORIZATION,  ADDING  TO  THE  UPDRAFT, 
UNTIL  THE  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID  DROPLETS  SUFFICIENTLY  COOLTO 
COALESCE  TO  A  WEIGHT  WHERE  THEY  FALL  AS  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID  RAIN. 
THIS  CLOUD,  ALSO  CONTAINING  VERY  FINE  ALUMINUM  OXIDE  PARTICLES 
STICKS  AROUND,  LIKE  A  SMOKE  CLOUD  DOES  AFTER  A  FIREWORKS  DISPLAY. 
AND  MOVES  AS  A  UNIT,  WITHOUT  EASILY  DISPERSING. 

2.  ASSUMING  THE  NORMAL  CASE  SCENARIO,  WHERE  LAUNCH  WEATHER 
CONDITIONS  ARE  CHOSEN  TO  3c  CALM,  THEREFORE  WITH  MINIMUM  AIR 
TURBULENCE,  WE  CAN  EXPECT  THE  HCI  EXHAUST  TRAILS  ACID  CONTENT 
FORMED  AS  ABOVE  TO  RAIN  ESSENTIALLY  STRAIGHT  DOWN  FROM  THE 
EXHAUST  TRAIL  SURROUNDING  THE  LAUNCH  HAZARD  AREA.  ALSO, 
ESSENTIALLY  ALL  THE  GASEOUS  HCI  CONTENT  OF  THE  EXHAUST  WILL  REACT 
AS  SOON  AS  IT  IS  GENERATED  WITH  THE  HIGH  WATER  CONTENT  OF  OUR 
HUMID  ENVIRONMENT,  FORMING  A  HEAVIER  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID  CLOUD, 
THAN  ITS  SURROUNDING  AIR,  AND  WHEN  EVEN  SLIGHTLY  COOLED,  WILL  RAIN 
DOWN  ON  OUR  SHALLOW  WATERS  AND  CORAL  HEADS. 

THIS  ACID  CLOUD,  BEING  HEAVIER  THAN  A  NORMAL  CLOUD,  WILL  THEREFORE 
TEND  TO  BE  LESS  PRONE  TO  DISSIPATION  BY  AIR  TURBULENCE,  AND  FALL 
MORE  RAPIDLY. 

3.  SINCE  MOST  OF  THE  ROCKET  FUEL  IS  BURNEO  AT  THE  BEGINNING  OF  A 
LAUNCH.  AND  THE  ROCKET'S  ACCELERATION  IS  SLOWEST  AT  THE  BEGINNING, 
WE  CAN  EXPECT  MOST  OF  THE  HCI  CONTENT  OF  THE  PROPELLANT'S 
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EXHAUST  GASES  TO  FALL  CLOSER  TO  THE  LAUNCH  SITE.  RATHER  THAN 
AVERAGE  ALONG  ITS  PATH  OF  TRAJECTORY. 

UNBURNED  PROPELLANT 

1.  THE  TOXICOLOGICAL  EFFECT  OF  UNBURNED  SOLID  ROCKET  PROPELLANT 
MUST  BE  ADDRESSED,  IF  THE  ROCKET  CHAMBER  ACCIDENTALLY  OR  IS 
PURPOSEFULLY  DESTROYED,  ALLOWING  UNBURNED  PROPELLANT  AND 
ENGINE  FRAGMENTS  TO  ENTER  INTO  OUR  SURROUNDING  SHALLOW  WATERS. 

A  DOCUMENTED  EVENT  DESCRIBING  SUCH  AN  OCCURRENCE  WAS  THE 
FAILURE  OF  ORIANA  5  LAUNCHED  BY  THE  EUROPEAN  SATELLITE  CONSORTIUM 
IN  FRENCH  GUYANA.  THE  SLOW  MOVING  SALT  WATER  LAGOON  SURROUNDING 
THE  ARCHIPELAGO  IS  NOT  TOO  UNLIKE  OUR  SHALLOW  SALT  WATER 
SURROUNDING  ISLANDS.  IT  WAS  REPORTED.  BY  OBSERVERS  IN  THE  LAUNCH 
AREA,  THAT  THE  LAUNCH  HAZARD  AREA  WAS  TOXICOLOGICALLY  DAMAGED, 

AS  INDICATED  BY  A  CHANGE  IN  THE  WATER  COLOR  ,  ABSENCE  OF  FISH,  AND 
LOSS  OF  PLANT  LIFE. 

SOLID  ROCKET  PROPELLANT  IS  MORE  THAN  80%  AMMONIUM  PERCHLORATE,  A 
VERY  POWERFUL  OXIDIZER,  BOUND  IN  A  CONTIGUOUS  COATING  Or  A 
POLYMERIC  BINDER.  THIS  IS  NOT  A  CONTINUOUS  ENCAPSULATING  COATING 
BUT  A  CONTIGUOUS  COATING,  WHICH  MEANS  LOTS  Or  GAPS  SURROUNDING 
THE  OXIDIZER.  THE  BINDER.  IN  THE  CASE  OF  HERA.  IS  A  POLYBUTADIENE 
RU3BER,  AND  IS  VERY  PRONE  TO  ULTRAVIOLET  LIGHT  AIDED  OXIDATION 
WHERE  THE  COATING  BREAKS  OOWN,  BECOMING  BRITTLE.  WHEN  CAST  INTO  A 
ROCKET  CHAMBER,  WHERE  UV  LIGHT  CANNOT  REACH  THE  BINDER,  THIS 
PROPELLANT  HAS  A  PRACTICAL  AGING  CYCLE.  HOWEVER,  IF  THIS 
PROPELLANT  SHOULD  BE  LYING  IN  OUR  WARM  OXYGEN  RICH,  SUN  DRENCHED 
SHALLOW  WATERS,  THE  BINDER  WOULD  SOON  BE  DEGRADED,  ALLOWING  THE 
CONSTANT  RELEASE  OF  TOXIC  AMMONIUM  PERCHLORATE  INTO  THE  WATERS. 
LIKE  A  TIME  RELEASE  POISON  PILL,  FOR  MANY  YEARS. 

STUDIES  PREPARED  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  HAVE  CORROBORATED 
THAT  A  SLOW  DISSOLUTION  (LEACHING)  OF  AMMONIUM  PERCHLORATE  DOES 
OCCUR  FROM  THE  HERA  BINDING.  HOWEVER,  TO  COUNTER  THE  DANGER  OF 
ITS  EFFECT.  THEY  QUOTE  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  SANITATION  OF  RUSSIA. 


WHICH  MADE  STUDIES,  AND  CONCLUDED  THAT  AMMONIUM  PERCHLORATE  IS 
NOT  A  PROBLEM  IN  A  MARINE  ENVIRONMENT.  THE  RUSSIANS  DID  NOT 
INDICATE  WHAT  KIND  OF  MARINE  ENVIRONMENT  THAT  THE  TESTS  WERE 
CARRIED  OUT  IN.  THEY  MAY  HAVE  TESTED  IN  LARGE,  COLD,  DEEP  SEA 
ENVIRONMENTS.  NOT  IN  SLOW  MOVING,  WARM  SHALLOW  LAGOONS,  WHERE 
CONCENTRATION  EFFECTS  ARE  OF  A  DIFFERENT  ORDER.  THERE  ARE  NO 
SUBTROPICAL  AREAS  IN  RUSSIA,  AND  THEREFORE  THESE  TESTS  MAY  HAVE 
NO  VALIDITY  IN  OUR  WATERS.  ALSO,  THE  RUSSIANS  MAINTAIN  AND  TOLERATE 
THE  MOST  TOXIC  CHEMICAL  AND  NUCLEAR  DUMPS  IN  THE  WORLD,  AND  THEIR 
LOW  STANDARDS  FOR  SAFETY  CAUSE  LIFE  EXPECTANCIES.  IN  THESE  AREAS, 
TO  BE  30%  LESS  THAN  IN  OTHER  PARTS  OF  RUSSIA.  I  DON'T  THINK, 
THEREFORE.  THAT  WE  CAN  TRUST  THE  CRITERIA  BY  WHICH  THEY  SET  THEIR 
STANDARDS  OF  SAFETY. 

2.  THE  AIR  FORCE  ONLY  CONSIDERED  THE  MECHANICAL  ENERGY  OF  IMPACT 
OF  FRAGMENTS  AND  ACCOMPANYING  SHOCK  WAVES  OF  A  DESTROYED 
ROCKET  ON  THE  FISH  OR  MAMMALS  IN  THE  VICINITY,  AND  NOT  THE  TOXIC 
IMPACT  OF  THE  CHEMICALS.  FURTHERMORE,  GATHERING  THESE  CHUNKS  OF 
MISSILE  FRAGMENTS  CAN  BE  DIFFICULT,  AS  THE  CHAMBERS  WHICH  CONTAIN 
THE  PROPELLANT  ARE  OFTEN  MADE  OF  FIBERGLASS  OR  OTHER  NON 
METALLICS.  WHICH  ARE  NOT  EASILY  FOUND  BY  METAL  DETECTORS. 

OTHER  ISSUES: 

1. HCI  ACID.  AS  A  PARTICULATE? 

HCI  IS  A  GAS  IN  EQUILIBRIUM  WITH  WATER,  NOT  A  PARTICLE. 

2.  DIFFERENT  GEOGRAPHY  IN  THE  KEYS.  VERSUS  THE  PANHANDLE. 

BOTH  OUR  CLIMATE  AND  WATERS  ARE  DIFFERENT,  AS  THE  PANHANDLE 
OFFSHORE  WATERS  GENERALLY  ARE  DEEPER  AND  FASTER  ,  AND  THEY  HAVE 
SOIL  AND  NO  CORAL  HEADS. 

3.  THE  AIR  FORCE  DE  -EMPHASIZES  THE  CORROSIVE  EFFECT  OF 
HYDROCHLORIC  ACID,  BY  INDICATING  THAT  IT  IS  PRESENT  IN  ALL  OUR 
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STOMACHS.  THE  STOMACH  HAS  EVOLVED,  OVER  THE  MILLENIUMS.  TO  BE 
RESIST  AMT  TO  ACID  HYDROLYSIS,  OR  SELF  DIGESTION,  MOST  OF  THE  TIME. 
NATURE  HAS  CAREFULLY  CHOSEN  HCI  TO  BE  A  COMPONENT  OF  THE 
DIGESTIVE  PROCESS,  BECAUSE  AT  A  PH  OF  2,  IT  IS  ALMOST  A  UNIVERSAL  AND 
POWERFUL  SOLVENT,  AS  IT  CAN  HELP  IN  BREAKING  DOWN  VIRTUALLY 
EVERYTHING  WE  EAT.  TO  GIVE  YOU  A  PERSPECTIVE,  A  PH  OF  2, 
CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  ACIDITY  OF  OUR  STOMACHS,  IS  PRODUCED  WHEN 
19  DROPS  OF  37%  HYDROCHLORIC  ACID  IS  ADDED  TO  1  QUART  OF  WATER. 

HOWEVER,  OUR  FRAGILE  ENVIRONMENT  HAS  GONE  TOTALLY  IN  THE  OPPOSITE 
DIRECTION,  E.G.  ESTABLISHED  FOR  ITSELF  A  BASIC  OR  ALKALINE 
ENVIRONMENT  OF  ABOUT  PH  8,  GOVERNED  BY  OUR  CORAL  BEDS,  WHICH  ARE 
COMPOSED  PRINCIPALLY  OF  BASIC  CALCIUM  CARBONATE.  ALL  THE 
SURROUNDING  WILDLIFE  HAS  FLOURISHED  IN  THIS  ALKALINE  ENVIRONMENT, 
ANf)  DEPENDS  ON  IT.  LOWER  THE  PH,  AND  EVERYTHING  CAN  CHANGE. 

4.  HAS  THE  AIR  FORCE  EVER  MEASURED  THE  FLOW  IN  OUR  BACKWATER 
LAGOONS,  CUL  DE  SACS,  AND  SHALLOW  SEA  GRASS  BANKS,  TO  DETERMINE 
THE  TRUE  CONCENTRATION  EFFECTS  OF  A  DROP  IN  PH  IN  THESE  AREAS? 

THE  AIR  FORCE  DATA  DEPENDS  ON  TYPICAL  GULF  WATER  FLUSHING,  SEA 
WATER  BUFFERING,  AND  LARGER  MIXING  VOLUMES,  TO  NEUTRALIZE  THE 
HYDROCHLORIC  ACID.  THESE  LARGE  WATER  MIXING  VOLUMES  AND  CURRENT 
EFFECTS  DO  NOT  EXIST  IN  OUR  BACKWATERS. 

ANY  HCI  ACID  FORMATION  CONCLUSIONS,  BASED  ON  NEW  MEXICO  DATA  (5% 
HUMIDITY),  IS  MEANINGLESS  IN  THE  KEYS. 

THERE  ARE  UNCONTROLLABLE  FACTORS,  WHICH  ARE  AFFECTING  OUR 
SURROUNDING  WATERS,  SUCH  AS  PESTICIDES,  WHICH  OUR  GOVERNMENT 
OUTLAWED  YEARS  AGO,  AND  WHICH  ARE  STILL  CARRIED  BY  THE  CURRENTS 
UP  FROM  SOUTH  AMERICA,  AND  KILUNG  OUR  FISH.  CORAL  DAMAGING 
HURRICANES  AND  WARMING  OF  OUR  WATERS  ARE  A  CONSTANT  THREAT . 
WHERE  WE  CAN  PRESERVE,  WE  MUST  DO  ALL  WE  CAN  TO  SAVE  OUR 
ENVIRONMENT,  AND  NOT  CONTRIBUTE  TO  ITS  DEMISE. 
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Thank  You.  I  am  Wayne  Hoffman,  Research  Scientist  with  the  National 
Audubon  Society,  based  in  Tavernier. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  the  Florida  keys  for  over  1 1  years,  and  have 
undertaken  a  variety  of  studies  of  Keys  animals  and  plants. 

I  understand  that  launches  from  the  Keys  are  not  currently  the  preferred 
alternative.  I  am  happy  about  this,  but  still,  I  find  the  documentation 
of  the  risk  of  this  alternative  to  our  environment  to  be  woefully 
inadequate.  I  believe  it  is  important  that  the  final  EIS  either  rule  out 
this  alternative  completely,  or  else  provide  accurate  and 
comprehensive  information  on  its  effects  on  our  environment. 

I  will  confine  my  remarks  today  to  the  potential  effects  of  proposed  missile 
launches  on  the  natural  biota  of  the  Keys.  My  general  message  is  “The 
Draft  EIS  consistently  underestimates  the  damage  to  the  wildlife  and 
plants  of  the  Keys  likely  to  result  from  this  proposed  project.” 

Some  specifics: 

1.  Tables  3.2.3-1  and  3. 2. 3-2,  on  Page  3-260,  are  so  inadequate  their 

inclusion  is  puzzling.  In  the  text  they  are  referred  to,  and  1  quote 
“Other  fish  present  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  are  listed  in  tables  3. 2. 3-1 
and  3. 2. 3-2."  These  tables  list  10  and  9  fish  species,  respectively.  In 
fact,  the  northern  Gulf  of  Mexico  has  over  400  resident  fish  species, 
and  we  have  numerous  additional  ones  here  in  the  Keys. 

2.  On  Page  3-372-373:  The  description  of  the  vegetation  of  the  Cudjoe  ROI 

is  inadequate.  In  particular  the  statements  about  the  pinelands  fail  to 
recognize  that  these  tropical  pinelands  are  significant  threatened 
habitats,  very  different  from  the  pinelands  that  dominate  much  of  the 
temperate  southeast.  About  the  only  thing  these  pinelands  have  in 
common  with  the  pinelands  on  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  is  the  presence  of 
a  pine-dominated  canopy.  I  find  it  puzzling  that  palms  are  not 
mentioned  as  understory  components,  and  the  nature  of  the  herbaceous 
understory  is  not  even  hinted  at. 
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3.  Several  of"  the  sites  proposed  for  facilities  are  described  as  already 

disturbed”  with  no  further  description  of  their  vegetation.  This 
dismissal  ignores  the  fact  that  several  of  the  endangered  plants  of  the 
Keys  are  inhabitants  of  open  sites,  including  fire-maintained  habitats, 
salt-barren  habitats,  and  disturbed  sites. 

4.  Over  the  last  2  years  the  state  of  Florida  has  added  numerous  Keys 

species  to  its  endangered  and  threatened  plant  species  lists.  It  appears 
that  these  new  listings  were  not  considered  in  developing  Table 
3.3.3-!,  p.  3-375. 

5.  The  bird  list  in  the  text  on  pp  3-373  and  3-375  is  grossly  inadequate  in 

describing  the  importance  of  the  ROI  to  migratory  birds  and  other 
wildlife.  Numerous  additional  species  use  the  area.  In  fact  the  small 
keys  just  north  of  the  Aerostat  base,  within  about  1  km  of  ground  zero, 
host  an  important  nesting  concentration  of  Reddish  Egrets,  as  well  as 
Great  White  Herons  and  several  other  waterbird  species.  The  White- 
crowned  Pigeon  also  nests  commonly  in  the  ROI  including  areas  quite 
close  to  the  proposed  launch  sites. 

6.  Table  3. 3.3-2,  (p.3-376)  purporting  to  list  “Wildlife  with  Federal  or  State 

Status  That  Occur  or  Potentially  Occur  Near  Florida  Keys  Sites”  is 
very  incomplete.  It  appears  that  the  writers  may  not  be  aware  of  the 
revised  editions  of  the  series  Rare  and  Endangered  Biota  of  Florida 
that  have  appeared  over  the  last  several  years.  In  addition  to  the 
species  in  this  table,  Magnificent  Frigatebird,  Great  White  Heron, 
Great  Egret,  Yellow-crowned  Night-Heron,  Wilson's  Plover,  Royal 
Tern,  Sandwich  Tern,  and  Black  Skimmer  are  potentially  at  enough 
risk  to  be  included.  In  addition,  at  least  20  species  of  terrestrial 
invertebrates  listed  as  Threatened  or  as  Species  of  Special  Concern 
appear  to  live  in  the  ROI.  These  include  3  species  of  tree  snails,  a 
crab,  a  spider,  a  whip  scorpion,  2  crickets,  a  beetle,  and  11  species  of 
butterflies.  In  addition,  numerous  coral  species  are  listed.  I  do  not 
know  which  ones  occur  in  the  ROI,  but  their  status  needs  to  be 
addressed. 
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7.  On  P.  3-386  is  stated:  If  the  activities  take  place  during  the  months  of 

February  through  October...”  In  fact  disturbance  can  occur  in  any 
month  of  the  year  in  our  tropical  climate.  Similarly,  p.  3-390  Our  Bald 
Eagles  nest  in  winter,  into  early  spring,  not  spring-summer. 

8.  P.  3-389  It  is  stated  that  construction  activities  are  “unlikely  to  affect” 

(sea  turtles).  Lighting  after  dark  can  disorient  hatchling  sea  turtles, 
and  some  nesting  does  occur  within  range  of  these  sites.  Any  new 
lighting  of  all  the  sites  needs  to  be  described,  and  potential  effects  on 
turtles  assessed. 

9.  P.  3-390  Nearest  rookeries  5.5  -  7  km  away:  This  is  not  correct  -  some 

wading  bird  nesting  has  been  documented  at  about  1  km  from  the 
aerostat  facility. 


10.  The  Draft  EIS  completely  ignores  potential  direct  effects  of  HCL 

deposition  on  wildlife.  I  do  not  think  we  should  assume  that  a  mist  of 
highly  acidic  HCL  rain  would  be  harmless  to  the  eyes  of  a  Bald  Eagle 
or  Reddish  Egret,  for  example. 
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The  Draft  of  the  Secondary  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  a  misleading 

study  of  a  unique  environment.  It  is  not  applicable  to  the  Florida  Keys. 

Monroe  County  is  a  chain  of  nearly  nine  hundred  islands  below  the  Florida 

mainland.  South  of  the  Overseas  Highway  chain  is  the  only  easily  accessible, 

shallow  water,  living  Coral  Reef  in  the  United  States. 

Wrapped  around  these  islands  lie  250  square  miles  of  low  water  and  wild 

mangrove  islands  providing  a  life-sustaining  nursery  for  marine  and  bird  life. 

North  is  Florida  Bay,  already  under  intense  scrutiny  by  state  and  federal 

pollution  control  experts  for  over  a  decade. 

The  ecological  environment  here  is  so  fragile,  that  the  state  of  Florida  has 

declared  Monroe  County  an  Area  of  Critical  State  Concern.  Our  water  quality, 

population  density',  traffic  density,  land  use,  marine  resources,  and  EVEN  our 

rate  of  growth  is  severely  regulated. 

This  is  the  only  county  in  America  primarily  made  up  of  islands.  Strung 

together  by  41  bridges,  for  120  miles,  with  ONE  road.  Imagine  where  you  live  with 

all  of  the  vehicular  traffic  necessary  for  your  daily  existence  confined  to  ONE  road. 

Now  add  all  your  water  supply  and  electrical  power  to  that  same,  mostly  two  lane 

road  and  you  have  the  reality  of  our  daily  lives. 

01 

Recognizing  this  unique  environment,  the  federal  government,  as  far  back  as 

1908,  began  designating  refuges  in  Monroe  County.  Today,  the  Great  White 

Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  Key  West  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the 

Crocodile  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  the  National  Key  Deer  Refuge  exist 

here.  The  Key  Deer  and  the  American  crocodile  exist  only  in  the  keys. 

Superimposed  over  all  of  this  is  the  federally  mandated  Florida  Keys 

National  Marine  Sanctuary.  Established  in  1990,  it  covers  two  thousand  eight 

hundred  square  miles  from  Biscayne  National  Park  to  the  Dry  Tortugas  and 

expressively  forbids  the  type  of  activity  contemplated  in  this  draft. 

This  is  the  only  county  in  the  continental  United  States  in  a  subtropical  zone 

with  consistent  high  humidity.  The  keys  lie  in  the  northern  trades  and  enjoy  the 

highest,  daily  averaged,  sustained  winds  in  the  continental  United  States. 

Hosts  of  endangered  marine  life,  attempting  to  make  a  comeback,  exist  in 

our  near  shore  waters  and  around  the  coral  reef.  On  land  surrounding  the  proposed 

site,  the  endangered  Silver  Rice  Rats  habitat  extends  from  Cudjoe  to  the  Saddle 

hunch  keys  and  no  where  else.  The  endangered  Florida  Marsh  Bunnies  habitat 

extends  from  Big  Torch  to  the  Saddlebunch  and  is  the  rarest  mammal  in  the  keys. 
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The  last  remaining  stands  of  tropical  hardwood  hammocks  are  on  Cudjoe 
Key  and  SugarloafKey.  Pine  rockland  is  unique  in  the  world,  a  globally 
endangered  ecosystem  lying  alongside  the  launch  hazard  area  boundary  on 
Sugarloaf  Key, 

Wetlands  surround  both  proposed  sites  so  that  any  mishap  will  spill 
directly  into  the  marine  environment  affecting  fish,  invertebrates,  and 
defoliating  the  native  flora. 

In  recent  letters  to  Congressman  Deutsch,  General  Lyles,  director  of  BMDO, 
stated  that  the  land  launch  alternative,  from  the  Florida  Keys,  is  "unlikely  to  be 
approved”  in  his  final  decision.  Admiral  West,  deputy  director  of  BMDO,  listed 
launches  from  this  area  as  “other  alternatives  being  analyzed." 

Wc  believe  that  the  launching  of  missiles  from  the  Florida  Keys  should  not 
be  an  alternative  and  suggest  you  amend  the  draft  to  state  exactly  that. 


P-W-Q009 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


07 


08 


09 


Good  Evening  Ladles  and  Gentlemen, 

Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  listen  to  our  Input  on  this  important  issue.  I  have  come  here 
tonight  wearing  a  variety  of  hats,  and  I  would  Ilka  to  begin  by  reading  Into  mo  raccrd.  a  resolution 
pawed  by  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  Advisory  Council  on  which  I  sit  as  the 
Florida  Keys  dive  industry  representative  .  {read  resolution) 

Trie  second  item  I  would  like  to  read  for  the  record  Is  a  letter  from  the  Professional  Association  of 
Dive  Instructors,  the  largest  certifying  agency  In  the  world,  (read  letter) 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  speak  as  a  resident  of  the  Florida  Keys  and  a  citizen  of  this  great  country. 

In  a  letter  to  Rep.  Peter  Deutsch,  dated  November  24, 1994,  Lieutenant  General  Letter  Lyies 
wrote  "The  Keys  taigel  launch  sites  are  a  technically  viable  alternative  and  will  still  be  under 
consideration  in  the  Supplemental  EiS.  However,  Keys  target  launch  sites  are  no  longer  part  of 
the  Proposed  Action.  Tne  Keys  (and  the  sea  launch)  target  launch  altamallves  are  unlikely  to  be 
approved  in  my  final  decision.  unlasLOgerallonal  aMftealiflflmmuicmonls  chflna:.  He  else 
wrote  'only  In  an  am emnnr.v  thrratminn  our  nalibnaLsccmUX-  would  I  consider  changing  the 
Proposed  Action',  referencing  his  decision  to  to  establish  a  new  Proposed  Action  stating  that 
launching  targets  from  the  southern  Gulf  would  be  from  airc-Bri. 

It  is  not  that  I  doubt  Ueut.  Gen.  Lyles  slncenty,  but  it  is  precisely  this  type  of  statement,  which  I 
have  heard  expressed  in  a  number  of  forums,  from  a  number  of  personel  involved  in  this 
process,  that  I  find  unsettling.  Perhaps  we  can  call  It  tha  Watergate  syndrome,  cr  maybe  the 
Ollle  North  ■  Iran/Contra  syndrome,  or  maybe  just  a  healthy  scepticism  that  has  derived  from  any 
one  of  a  numer  of  other^joverment  aciions  that  occured  under  the  aeiQis  of  national  security 
concerns. 
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As  we  evolve  away  from  e  cold  war  mentality  and  economy,  perhaps  It  Is  time  we  began  woriung 
on  a  definition  of  national  security  lhat  lends  mors  weight  to  the  stability  and  economic  Impact 
generated  by  long  term  sustainable  resource  utilization  than  to  the  theatrics  of  the  latest, 
formerly  in  favor,  currently  out  of  favor,  arms  industry  customer. 

According  to  data  compiled  by  the  Natural  Heritage  Data  Base  for  the  Nature  Conservancy,  there 
are  13  animals  listed  as  of  state  special  concern,  1 1  animals  and  one  plant  on  the  state 
threatened  species  list.  7  animals  and  27  plants  on  me  state  endangered  species  list,  as  well  as 
1 1  animals  and  one  plant  on  the  federal  threatened  or  endangered  lists,  all  within  a  five  mile 
radius  of  the  proposed  missile  site.  In  an  area  whose  economy  Is  dlreclly  based  on  natural 
resource  based  tourism,  the  loss  of  even  one  of  these  spades  would  be  unfortunate  indeed. 

Even  inhere  ts  never  an  accident  or  misfiring,  the  toxic  by-products  released  Inio  the  air  and 
waters  surrounding  the  proposed  sites,  have  absolulely  no  potential  upside  with  regard  to  the 
health  of  our  fragile  environment  They  may  cumulatively  act  to  push  one  or  more  species  over 
trie  brink  ot  extinction.  Neither  our  environment  nor  our  economy  can  afford  a  further  loss  ol 
diversity  and  the  resulting  ecological  imbalance. 

I  would  ask  that  you  move  to  permanantly  remove  the  Florida  Keys  from  any  future  Proposed 
Action  regarding  the  establishment  of  missile  lest  sites.  Thank  you  (or  you  time. 


Vicki  Weeks 
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RESOLUTION 
by  the 

Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  Advisory  Council 

Now  be  it  resolved  on  this  twelfth  day  of  March.  1998,  by  Ihe  Sanctuary  Advisory 
Council  to  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary,  that... 

Whereas  the  proposed  or  contemplated  launching  of  target  missiles  from  land  sites 
in  the  Florida  Keys  or  waters  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Florida  Keys  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  is  incompatible  with  Public  Law  101-605  (H.R.  5309),  SEC,  3.(a) 
which  states  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  protect  and  preserve  living  and 
other  resources  of  the  Florida  Keys  marine  environment,  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  Department  of  Defense  has  issued  a  draft 
supplemental  impact  statement  contemplating  the  Florida  Keys  as  a  site  for 
launching  target  missiles,  and 

Therefore,  the  members  of  the  Sanctuary  Advisory  Council  oppose  said  missile 
launching,  and 

Further,  the  members  of  the  Sanctuary  Advisory  Council  do  hereby  make  the 
following  recommendation  to  Sanctuary  Managers: 

Send  a  formal  request  to  the  United  States  Department  of  Defense  to  abandon  all 
proposed  or  contemplated  plans  for  future  launching  of  target  missiles  from  land 
sites  In  the  Florida  Keys  or  waters  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Florida  Keys 
National  Marine  Sanctuary.  This  action  must  take  place  prior  to  April  3,  1998, 
when  the  comment  period  for  the  impact  statement  closes. 
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Draw  Ricbartiaon 
Setter  Yic*  President. 

Training.  Education  and  Memberships 


1 1  Mtsrch  1998 


Thomas  J.  Kennedy,  Major 
USAF 

Director  of  Test,  Theater  Missile  Defense 
40  OG/OGM 

205  West  Avenue.  Suita  241 
Eglin,  AF0  FI  32542-6B88 

Dear  Major  Kennedy: 

On  behalf  of  the  Florida  based  recreational  diving  community  of  dive  centers  end 
instructor  member*  of  the  Professional  Association  of  Diving  Instructors,  I  wi»h  to 
express  our  official  opposition  to  the  proposed  Hera  Class  ballistic  missile  launch  sites 
on  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Kays,  which  are  on  the  edge  of  tha  Great  White  Haron 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  pose  a  negative  environmental  impact  to  the  area. 

We  request  that  tha  project  be  re-examined  In  this  context  for  an  alternate  solution. 

QSSk 

Drew  Richardson 
Sr.  Vice  President 
PADl  Worldwide  Corporation 

DFhpt 

cc:  The  Honorable  Lawton  Chiles,  Governor,  State  of  Florida 

Representative  Peter  Deutsch 
Representative  Dabble  Horan 
Senator  Dsryl  Jones 
Senator  Connie  Mack 
Senator  Bob  Graham 
Lt.  General  Lester  Lyles 

Ms.  Janet  Tucker,  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  Office  of  Public  Affairs 
Bob  Harris,  Esq. 

Vickie  Weak* 


PADl  WORLDWIDE  CORP.  t m  iwt  oyw  * ou  #tco  •  s<w*  w*.  c a  tiroa-seos  us.*.  *  130.728.  7jh  •  7UjHo.reM  •  h*  ?u>w  j*cs 

Woritfwttf*  Olhcn:  AvWiU.  C*r*d»,  £w rap*.  J&paa  New  Zaalivd,  Nor**/.  Swtoton.  UrtHi  XlnfSom.  U.TfleO 


01 

02 


Drew  Richardson 

Senior  Vice  President, 

Training,  Education  and  Membership* 


11  March  1998 


M»,  Vickie  Week«  FAX:  305-292-5019  V> 

Ma.  Sheri  Appelis 

Mr.  Howard  Singer,  President 

Key  West  Association  of  Dive  Operators 

Environmental  Committee 

c/o  Captain's  Corner  Dive  Center 

51 1  Greene  St. 

Key  West,  FI  33040 


Dear  Vickie; 


Enclosed  please  find  a  copy  of  a  letter  sent  by  PADl  expresilng  official  opposition  to 
tha  missile  launoh  test  site  plan.  We  are  In  close  communication  with  our  lobbyist  Bob 
Harris,  who  is  responding  on  behalf  of  PADl  and  our  members  at  the  Congressional  and 
gubernatorial  level. 


\  Smeartly, 

VUL  ' 


Drew  Richardson 
Sr.  Vice  President 
PADl  Worldwide  Corporation 


DR:pt 


cc:  Mike  Kurczewskl 


PADl  WORLDWIDE  CORP.  tasi  e«*i  oy*  *a,d  *;o3  •  a«nt«  **».  ca  *2705-5605  u  s  a.  •  1co.7w.72w  •  n*  •  fu  7UJ4»aws 

Wtfftfntta  OtfKea:  AuiVM*.  C*o«0*.  £jopc  Japan.  Now  Zaafcfld.  Nerwcy.  Slngapcr*  Swftfart.  LTKeS  Kinjaar*,  cm**}  Sutea 


pw012 


5-21 


Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


01 


March  12, 1998 

C otnnie rm  on  the  Ptaft  1HU JExtmdcdLTcat  Range  SEl^£llp,C?lltf,lMLBATlgS 
from  Robin  Qrtimd,  member  Board  of  Directors  of  RceFRtUcf 
(Comments  to  be  put  into  the  public  record) 

The  SEIS  is  entirely  inadequate  to  address  the  specialized  environmental  concerns  of  the  Florida 
Keys.  It  fails  to  establish  background  ecological  parameters  based  on  local  studies  or  to 
realistically  represent  the  overall  impacts  of  TMD  testing  in  the  Keys.  For  example: 

-  The  SEIS  concludes  that  missile  launches  will  be  isolated  events  with  temporary  impacts,  at  the 
same  time  stating  that  each  launch  requires  a  thirty  day  preparation  period  followed  by  a  two  to 
five  day  cleanup.  With  as  many  as  24  annual  launches  proposed,  it  doesn't  take  a  rocket  scientist 
to  figure  out  that  this  amounts  to  a  continuous  occupation  and  disturbance  of  launch  support  rites. 
These  are  not  temporary  impacts. 

-The  majority  the  SEIS's  conclusions  ere  based  on  data  from  previous  studies  done  far  outside  of 
the  Florida  Keys.  Air  Quality  findings  derive  from  Open  Bum  Open  Detonation  Modeling 
conducted  in  the  Utah  desert.  This  methodology  has  no  EPA  approval  in  the  first  place  and  it  is 
difficult  to  think  of  an  environment  more  unlike  the  Keys  in  terms  of  moisture,  which  is  the 
determining  factor  in  calculating  how  much  hydrochloric  acid  will  “rain  out”  from  launch  exhaust 
emissions.  (To  quote,  "because  missile  systems  associated  with  the  proposed  action  do  not  uso 
excess  water,  it  is  assumed  that  no  more  than  20%  of  the  total  hydrogen  chloride  would  bo 
convened  into  arid*.)  How  accurately  this  scenario  models  launches  thai  will  be  100% 
surrounded  by  seawater  and  conducted  in  a  humid  environment  isn’t  examined. 

-The  SEIS  describes  the  launches  as  “discreet  air  emissions  events'’  yet  each  launch  generates 
13,800  lbs  of  total  exhaust,  including  221  lbs  of  hydrochloric  acid.  Multiplied  by  12  monthly 
launches,  Bt  least  2,650  lbs  of  corrosive  acid  would  be  entering  our  fragile  environment  each  year. 
The  SEIS  characterizes  this  as  "temporary  short  term  increases  in  water  acidity."  Jt  also  notes  that 
"acidification  of  water  generally  results  ...in  lower  oxygen  levels."  Yet  no  data  is  provided  to 
esuluatc  the  oxygen  requirements  of  seagrass  bods,  mangrove  nurseries  or  other  potential  aquatic 
receptors  or  how  they  will  be  affected.  This  is  a  glaring  oversight  in  tight  of  the  ongoing 
eutrophication  problems  that  have  been  experienced  in  Florida  Bey  end  nearshore  waters  and  the 
tremendous  efforts  and  expenditures  that  are  being  made  to  understand  and  correct  these 
problems. 

-Furthermore,  the  SEIS  states  that  because  the  Key's  major  coral  reef  tracts  are  located  on  the 
Atlantic  ride,  they  fall  outside  of  the  'Region  of  Influence"  affected  by  launches.  This  does  not 
take  the  well  documented  tidal  flushing  of  Bay  waters  out  across  the  reef  tract  into  account.  Any 
degradation  of  Bay  water  quality  has  the  potential  to  impact  sensitive  reef  ecosystems. 

-The  general  conclusion  of  the  SEIS  regarding  acidification  and  other  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  launches  can  bo  summed  up  "dilution  is  the  solution  to  pollution."  In  a  fragile 
ecosystem  such  as  the  Keys  that  is  already  coping  with  the  impacts  of  coastal  development  and 
agricultural  pollution,  the  dilution  potential  has  been  exhausted.  Impacts  from  missile  testing  such 
as  the  reduction  in  dissolved  oxygen  will  only  serve  to  accelerate  the  cascade  of  coastal 
eutrophication  end  other  risks  to  this  ecosystem.  This  is  not  an  acceptable  alternative. 

Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  Reef  Relief  and  thousands  of  our  local  and 
national  members  who  deeply  value  the  unique  and  irreplaceable  natural  resources  of  the  Florida 
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Keys  and  who  believe  that  this  ecosystem  deserves  the  highest  level  of  protection,  we  ask  that  you 
once  and  for  all  remove  the  Keys  from  any  potential  or  alternative  missile  launch  site  lists.  The 
SEIS  doesn't  begin  to  adequately  research  or  address  the  complex  needs  of  our  diverse  ecosystem 
and  the  costs  of  conducting  adequate,  accurate  research  would  be  prohibitive.  Missile  heating 
produce*  no  benefits  and  many  deficits  for  the  ecological,  economical  and  cultural  resources  of 
the  Florida  Keys;  this  is  a  Sanctuary,  not  a  test  range  and  wc  ask  that  you  respect  that  reality  and 
the  fact  that  many  people  have  worked  for  yean  to  preserve  and  protect  these  islands  and  their 
surrounding  waters.  Those  people  will  never  give  up  the  fight  against  missile  testing  in  the  Keys. 
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Comments  by  Dennis  Henize,  on  SAFETY  -  LAUNCH  HAZARD  AREA, 

NOISE  IMPACTS,  AIR  QUALITY,  VISUAL  IMPACT 

(TMD  EIS  Public  Hearing,  Marathon,  Florida,  March  13,  1998) 


At  last  night's  hearing  in  Key  West,  I  said  that  the  6,500  foot  Launch 
Hazard  Area  for  Hera  launches  in  the  Keys  is  not  large  enough.  I  cited  a 
recent  study  prepared  by  a  senior  staff  scientist  at  the  Union  of  Concerned 
Scientists  and  MIT,  which  concluded  that  in  some  plausible  mishaps, 
debris  could  travel  2  or  miles  from  the  launch  site,  well  outside  the  LHA. 

The  red  shaded  area  at  the  bottom  of  the  LHA  is  the  area  carved  out  of  the 
LHA  because  my  wife  and  1  and  22  other  families  live  there. 

And  I  stated  that  the  LHA  should  take  into  account,  but  does  not,  at  least 
two  other  launch  hazards  that  are  identified  in  the  EIS:  compression  waves 
from  potential  explosions,  and  chemical  clouds  from  potential  combustion 
accidents.  The  Draft  SEIS  acknowledges  that  launch  pad  explosions  could 
cause  overpressures  of  2  pounds  per  square  foot  at  a  distance  of  1.9  mile, 
enough  to  cause  minor  structural  damage.  At  least  23  homes  are  closer 
than  that. 


With  respect  to  chemical  clouds  resulting  from  potential  combustion 
accidents,  the  Draft  SEIS  acknowledges  that  the  highest  concentrations  of 
hydrogen  chloride  would  fall  outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  In  fact, 
results  of  the  EPA-approved  model  used  to  estimate  HCI  concentrations 
showed  levels  in  excess  of  the  Short-term  Public  Emergency  Guidance 
Level,  at  distances  of  2  and  3  miles  from  the  launch  site.  Then  a  “more 
refined”  model  was  used,  one  not  yet  approved  by  EPA  or  the  state  of 
Florida,  and  wouldn't  you  know  it,  it  shows  the  HCI  levels  belov/  the 
guidance  level.  But  very  significantly,  even  the  more  refined  model  still 
shows  that  the  highest  concentrations  fall  outside  the  LHA.  Given  that 
fact,  and  that  there  is  not  agreement  on  the  exact  amounts,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  LHA  is  insufficient  to  encompass  this  hazard. 


The  LHA  should  be  sufficiently  large  to  encompass  the  full  extent  of  ALL 
the  launch  hazards  identified  in  tha  SEIS,  which  it  definitely  does  NOT. 
Sixty-five  hundred  feet  is  not  sufficient,  much  less  conservative. 
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The  Draft  LHA  cites  plenty  of  technical  information  about  noise,  but 
obscures  the  Issue  by  using  methodology  that  looks  at  the  impact  of 
missile  launch  noise  averaged  over  long  periods.  The  Draft  SEIS  also 
considers  “sensitive  noise  receptors",  the  Sugarioaf  School  and  a  day-care 
on  Cudjoe,  3  or  more  miles  away,  and  ignores  that  hundreds  of  homes  are 
closer  than  that,  some  as  near  as  1.5  mile.  And  using  very  bizarre 
methods,  it  concludes  that  the  percentage  of  Cudjoe  residents  who  would 
be  “highly  annoyed”  by  noise  from  missile  launches  are  already  "highly 
annoyed”  by  everyday  sounds.  That's  nonsense.  The  SEIS  also  says  that 
ambient  noise  on  Cudjoe  is  from  aircraft,  while,  in  fact,  very  few  aircraft  fly 
over  Cudjoe,  especially  northern  Cudjoe,  because  of  restricted  airspace 
surrounding  the  aerostat. 


VISUAL  AESTHET1CS- 

What  can  be  said  about  something  so  subjective,  except  that  the  SEIS 
rates  the  view  of  the  backcountry  from  the  Blimp  Road  boat  ramp  as 
‘’minimal"  as  it  Is  now.  This  artist's  rendition  doesn’t  show  the  aerostat 
because  it’s  usually  flying.  Rating  this  view  as  "minimal”  underscores  just 
how  little  appreciation  for  the  Keys  the  preparers  of  this  document  have. 
The  Draft  SEIS  then  concludes  that  this  view,  having  sprouted  a  missile 
facility,  will  retain  “moderate”  visual  Integrity.  I  don't  think  so. 


This  is  not  an  impact  statement  at  all.  It  underestimates  impacts  on  human 
safety,  and  it  does  not  even  attempt  to  seriously  examine  long-term  effects 
on  ecosystems  peculiar  to  the  Keys.  With  respect  to  several  critical 
issues,  It  is  merely  a  statement  of  wishful  thinking. 

The  Final  EIS  should  eliminate  the  Keys  as  even  an  alternative,  as  the 
Draft  SEIS  does  NOT  support  its  findings  of  negligible  impacts. 
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limited  to  nonexistent,  however  what  is  there,  is  crucial  to 

Short  duration  high  intensity  noise  levels  could  cause 

the  existing  wildlife. 

roosting  birds  in  the  area  to  flush  off  their  nests. 

Sea-wgten 

a  ltimugh  no  environmental  studies  have  been  identifies 
which  specifically  evaluate  the  fate  of  ammonium 
perchlorate,  in  the  marine  environment,  to  otae  study, 
involving  propellant  submerged  in  seawater, \the 
penetration  was  about  one-haljf  inch  per  mpnp.  What 
abobt  after  ten  y^ars?  J 

soflorass  beds  and  scattered  coral  heads  are  extremely 

01 

The  nearest  eagle  nest  isapproi^ately  4  Rmaway  - 
103dB.  \  \  \,  \J\ 

The  increased  activity  at  the  site  may  result  in  a 
temporary  disturbance  to  wildlife  in  the  area,  paruculdrl ty 
those'  specie^  thai$$e  the  mangpoves,  tidal  marsm  and  / 
shallow  nearshore  waters  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  yie 
launch  sim  such  as  prtles,  various  protected  wading  and 
shore  birds,  and  the  white-crowned  pigeon. 

sensitive  habitats  for  a  wide  variety  of  aquatic  organism  a, 

inrhidinc  several  Federal  and  state  listedipecies^f 

The  launch  dense  would  generality extendmver  a  Tbjrule 
radius  and  ma^fause  noting  and  loragijig  bypMq  react 
by-  eitherT)  ecomingmlert^Uemporartly,lea-vfflg-nVstv. 

rrtsTnmals,  turtles,  and  fish, 

Launch  Mishap: 

An  early  flight  termination  of  a  Hera  target  missile  could 
result  in  the  second  stage  booster  impacting  within  the 

T.HA,  or  elsewhere.  This  second  stage  booster. . .  could 
explode  on  impact.  The  apiounf  ofvepergwfpnpthe 

The  nearest  rookhries  for  colonial  nesting  birds  on  Little 
Crane,  Sawyer,  arid  Johnston  keys  are  located  3.4  to  4.3 
miles  from  the  site  and  would  experience  peak  noise 
levels  of  93  dB.  RidW  Key  (northwest  of  Cudjoe  Key)  is 
the  fifth  most  importantmesting  site  for  great  white 
herons.  Missiles  will  be\t  least  6,562  feet  above  any 
rookeries.  (1 15  dB)  \ 

02 

explosion  that  is  propagated  ito^rwHter  boulminjure 
marine  rhamtnals  m  the  vidtnity.  The  threshold  of  effect 
on  marine  mammals  is  still  under  analysis. 

Noise:  .  . 

Birds:  (Remember  these  launches  are  to  be  at  night) 

Due  to  the  approximately  60  second  duration  of  the  target 
launch  noise,  the  onlypnimals  that  would  likely  be 
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affected  are  those  within  the  90  dB  and  greater  contours. 
fNot  shown)  o,/  niene.  c*#*.-r 

Sources  of  ambieW  noise  at  the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key 
launch  site  include\aircraft  traffic  from  the  NASKW 
airfield  and  the  KeyyWest  International  Airport. 

Noise  contours  fromftie  1989  NASKW  study  show  that 
the  smallest  contour  in  the  study  does  not  overlay  the 
Cudioe  Kev  noise  ROl\ 

You  can’t  have  it  both  ways!  The  study  stopped  9  miles 
short  of  Cudioe  Key.  Ait  traffic  is  further  limited  over  the 
Cudjoe  launch  site  by  Restricted  Area  2916,  which  keeps 
aircraft  away  from  the  blimps. 

Turtles: 

As  launch  preparation  activities  would  be  done  primarily 
during  night  time  hours,  sea  turtles  coming  on  shore  at 
night  to  nest  at  Sawyer  Key,  4.3  miles  from  the  site,  could 
be  minimally  affected  -  95  dB. 

There  is  some  chkrice  of  some  debris  washing  onshore 
after  launches.  Such  debris  could  entangle  or  harm 
wildlife. 

fYnt>a=PQttieS': 

For  30  days  before  a/laUnch,  t6sTpersonnel  would  be 
present  ludhe^ite^yrhe  tdtalm  umber  of  launches  at 
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03 

Cudjoe  Key  would  not  exceed  12  per  year.  This  basically 
assures  permanent  duty  for  ten  years. 

04 

Potable  water  Ibr  Cudjoe  Key  shows  a  395%  increase. 
Wastewater  is  assumed  to  be  the  same  quantity  as  potable 
water.  \ 

05 

Other  Errors  and  Inconsistencies: 

The  mainland  portion  of  Monroe  County  includes 
Everglades  National  Park,  the  Big  Cypress  National 
Preserve,  and  the  Citv  of  Miami.  Wrong! 

The  Cudjoe  Garden^Marina  is  located  1 .9  kilometers 
southwest  of  the  Cudjoe  Key  site  and  includes  six  boat 
ramps  and  a  marina.  Wrong  twice! 

06 

/ 

The  conversion  of  Kg  to  pounds  for  aluminum  oxide  in 
the  table  on  3-14  is  incorrect.  This  error  is  carried 
forward. 

07 

Missiles  would  not  be  shiDDed  with  initiators  or  other 
explosive  devices. 

The  TTera  missile  is  considered  a  D.O.D.  Class  1 , 1 
Exolosive  -  these  represent  an  explosion  hazard  that 
affects  almost  the  entire  load  instantaneously.  Proposed 
TMD  target  vehicles  include  various  components  and 
rocket  motors  that  are  considered  explosive  materials. 
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The  worst  case  scenario  would  involve  a  booster  with 
DOD  class  1 . 1  explosives,  such  as  the  second  stage  of  the 
Rera  missile,  which  is  shipped  with  the  destruct  assembly 
attached.  In  the  remote  event  of  a  severe  accident,  there 
is  potential  that  a  DOD  class  1.1  missile  component  could 
detonate,  initiating  the  destruct  system  and  burning  the 
propellant  and  releasing  hydrogen  chloride. 

Safety: 

Monroe  County  Emergency  Planning  will  respond  to  any 
significant  event,  which  would  include  all  locations 
within  approximately^  ,000  feet  of  U.S.,  1,  and  any 
secondary  connectingVoads,  bridges,  and  adjacent 
locations  along  selected  shipping  routes. 

A  transportation  mishap\  could  knock  out  our  telephone. 


cable  TV.  electrical  power,  water,  food  supply  and  means 


to  evacuate,  since  all  of  these  are  within  1,000  feet  of  U.S, 
1  and  alone  the  entire  transportation  route. 


Emergency  Response  Plan:  Appendix  J  does  not  cover  x 

Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch,  on 

the  following  resources  available:  j 

1 .  An  on  scene  commander, 

2.  Crisis  action  team, 

3.  Initial  response  element, 


Pl=2jc  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to; 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  Wait  D.  Avc,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AF3,  FL  32542-6866 
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Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SHIS.  Your  ccmmeQts  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  axe  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

1  .  \  t\Q  fy\fi\\c> 

tULi^  V ViC^-u.Ucan  o?  Vv>l  vCcJr^  gy/u,  U-u'-l  _ 

^  ^  ■  7 

s  \a cV  T *uxe  A edr  IX,  c\  Crv^  o  1  ^^Uva/Uua^  0 k i  d  P . 

Q  LL  ^  oVlT'^0/V\  c^xtd.  f.  ftu  ult^  Oe-  HeCouJu 

ecu*.  W.^u  U-;  r\p\  os;V;»t  uaiA-yuc^s  ctAo  Ha. 

'  <i  "^T  v  7 "  • 

v^ctV^v  o'  Vi«-  C.r^?  u7£(<  fto/tV  V^sa*.  j_g^ 

^  —  "  V 

'•Ul&L  OjAC$.  lk)v?i  0  Tuuj  \x*  0^_ li'C'NW  .  Aiia- 


Voco\  et,cc^'.  Av  ai'Vpp'tfJl  .~t)gM'V  tCe  ^Ouja. 


7caw 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Nirh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Avc,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 
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Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS) 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Think  you  for  mending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  bo  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
cosurc  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 
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Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 
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Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS) 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (E GTR) 

Thar*  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regard  ins  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  Apnl  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

CorV\'WV  RcA  VI  u>aV  Q-CecUVii  . 

L  WfffsutAa.  'A  n:>  uiA  KeAc^Ud 

VJL  raw  ■T-.iSl  he  qcsA  Q Se*  U.  Q 

oW  h,u-\akcx^  <2e.uJ->>v;^^''a,'c\.MAh  oi 

A^Voc.vidi  ko  VLl  ae.:ci;V^oPUs  Tnw.Or  ^cck.  ce/uihaito 
Vo  jaa&e  As  WuAJLi  jAjaL  — 

AUWL  u~  qalca  ^b_ 


A3  PTr.sjt)  hU.  C  ho.oVdAa'-*'  Ct-fCU^ 


IfM,  "Mat,  ik  uW-ft 
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Comments  on  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range 
Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSE1S) 

1)  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR)  capabilities 

•  Section  1.3  asserts  that  EGTR  has  the  capability  to  fill  a  gap  in  testing  against  mid-range 
targets  and  offers  “a  unique  capability"  for  testing  new  TMD  systems.  However,  tests  against 
mid-range  targets  with  intercepts  over  water  were  already  envisioned  for  the  Kwajalein 
Missile  Range  in  the  1994  TMD  Extended  Test  Range  E1S.  (See  Fig.  2-2.30).  These  tests 
would  have  involved  sea-launched  targets,  which  is  one  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  the 
DSEIS.  Presumably  air-drop  or  air-launch  targets  could  also  be  used  at  the  Kwajalein  Missile 
Range  (KMR)  and  at  the  Pacific  Missile  Range  Facility  (PMRF).  The  final  SE1S  should 
discuss  these  other  options  and  compare  their  impacts  with  those  at  EGTR. 

The  only  capability  at  EGTR  that  docs  not  exist  at  KMR  appears  to  be  for  land  launches  of 
both  targets  and  interceptors  for  targets  with  ranges  about  800  kilometers.  This  would 
require  launches  of  targets  from  the  Florida  Keys,  which  is  not  part  of  the  preferred 
alternative  of  the  Proposed  Action.  In  fact,  the  24  Nov.  1997  letter  to  Florida  Rep,  Deutsch 
from  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  (BMDO)  Director  Gen.  Lester  Lyles 
stated  that  launches  from  the  Keys  "are  unlikely  to  be  approved  in  my  final  decision.”  The 
final  SE1S  should  include  a  copy  of  Gen.  Lyles'  letter  along  with  a  detailed  justification  for 
not  selecting  the  Keys  as  launch  sites. 

2)  Treaty  restrictions  on  targets  launched  at  sea 

The  DSEIS  mentions  test  restrictions  from  the  START  Treaty.  On  page  2-10  it  is  asserted 
that  the  START  bans  target  launches  from  sea-based  platforms.  On  page  2-17,  it  is  stated  that 
targets  launched  from  ships  would  have  to  have  ranges  less  than  600  kilometers  to  comply 
with  START.  This  apparently  refers  to  START  Article  V,  paragraph  18a,  which  prohibits 
tests  and  deployment  of  “ballistic  missiles  with  a  range  in  excess  of  600  kilometers,  or 
launchers  of  such  missiles,  for  installation  on  waterborne  vehicles,  including  free-floating 
launchers,  other  than  submarines."  However,  the  DSEIS  does  not  mention  restrictions  from 
the  Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces  (INF)  Treaty,  which  appear  to  impose  even  tighter 
constraints.  In  particular,  INF  Article  VII,  paragraph  12d  restricts  launches  of  intermediate- 
range  missiles  used  for  research  and  development  so  that  “the  launchers  for  such  booster 
systems  are  fixed,  emplaced  above  ground  and  located  only  at  research  and  development 
launch  sites  which  are  specified  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding."  The  Jan.  1994  TMD 
Extended  Test  Range  EIS  docs  explicitly  refer  to  the  INF  restrictions  in  the  following 
statement  on  page  2-10: 

"In  order  to  comply  with  the  Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Force  (INF)  Treaty,  mobile  and 
fixed  sea  launch  platforms  for  targets  would  be  located  no  mote  than  500  km  (311  mi) 
from  the  planned  target  impact  point.” 

The  final  SE1S  needs  to  address  these  INF  restrictions. 

3)  Treaty  restrictions  on  air-drop  targets 

On  page  2-15,  the  DSEIS  states,  "Current  treaty  interpretations  allow  air  delivery  of 
targets  from  less  than  600  kilometers  (372.8  miles)  from  the  predicted  impact  point  if  no 
intercept  occurred.”  The  final  SEIS  should  explicitly  indicate  svhat  treaty  is  being 
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interpreted  and  explain  why  the  requirement  for  a  fixed  launcher  in  INF  Article  VII, 
paragraph  12d  does  not  prohibit  air-drop  launches  with  range  greater  than  500  kilometers. 

4)  Treaty  restrictions  on  air-launch  targets 

On  page  2-17,  the  DSEIS  discusses  use  of  the  Pegasus  missile,  which  is  launched  from  a 
cargo  aircraft  and  has  a  wing  that  provides  lift  while  the  first-stage  rocket  motor  provides 
thrust.  It  is  stated  that,  “The  wing  design  of  the  Pegasus  allows  for  lift  after  the  missile  is 
released  from  the  aircraft,  which  complies  with  current  treaty  interpretations."  The  final 
SEIS  needs  to  indicate  what  treaty  is  being  interpreted  and  discuss  the  interpretation  in  more 
detail.  The  statement  in  the  DSEIS  may  refer  to  the  ban  on  air-to-surface  ballistic  missiles 
(ASBMs)  in  START  Article  V,  paragraph  18d  and  also  to  the  Fourth  Agreed  Statement, 
which  indicates  that  the  ASBM  definition  “is  not  intended  to  describe  any  missile  that  sustains 
flight,  or  any  missile  the  payload  of  which  sustains  flight,  through  the  use  of  aerodynamic 
lift  over  any  portion  of  its  flight  path."  However,  use  of  Pegasus  to  deliver  targets  with 
ranges  between  500  and  5,500  kilometers  appears  to  violate  the  INF  Treaty  requirement  that 
the  launcher  be  fixed.  In  addition,  because  Pegasus  has  the  capability  to  place  objects 
into  orbit,  it  would  appear  to  have  the  capability  to  deliver  targets  with  ranges  greater  than 
3,500  kilometers  and  with  re-entry  velocities  exceeding  5  km/scc.  Such  targets  are  not 
allowed  for  TMD  tests  by  the.ABM-TMD  Demarcation  Agreements  signed  on  26  Sepc.1997. 
The  final  SEIS  needs  to  discuss  INF  and  ABM-TMD  Demarcation  restrictions  on  use  of 
Pegasus  for  TMD  tests. 

5)  Missile  reliabilities 

The  DSEIS  contains  no  information  about  the  failure  rates  of  the  missiles  that  would  be 
used.  The  final  SEIS  should  include  this  information  and  estimate  the  probability  of  a  launch 
failure  for  the  240  tests  over  the  10-year  period  being  used  to  estimate  cumulative  impacts. 
Publidy-availablc  information  indicates  1  Hera  failure  (in  the  8th  test  on  17  Nov.  1997)  in 
8  launches.  The  Orbital  Access  web  site  table  "Pegasus  Mission  History"  indicates 
2  failures  and  1  "Mixed-Result”  in  20  launches. 

6)  Explosive  Safety  Quantity  Distance  (ESQD) 

Page  2-32  of  the  DSEIS  gives  the  ESQD  as  950  feet  and  Fig.  2.2.2-3  has  an  ESQD  circle 
of  radius  950  feet  around  the  potential  target  launch  pad  on  Cudjoe  Key.  These  ESQD's 
conflict  with  the  value  of  1,250  feet  for  the  Hera  missile  given  on  page  1-29  of  the  1994  TMD 
Hera  Target  Systems  Environmental  Assessment.  The  final  SEIS  needs  to  explain  why  the 
ESQD  was  reduced. 

7)  Launch  Hazard  Areas  (LHA) 

The  final  SEIS  needs  more  detailed  discussion  of  how  the  LHA  boundaries  were 
determined.  This  is  particularly  necessary  whenever  the  distance  between  the  launch 
pad  and  the  LHA  boundary  is  less  than  7.2  km,  which  is  given  as  the  nominal  LHA  radius 
for  Hera  in  three  previous  environmental  analyses.  (See  page  2-16  of  the  1994  TMD 
Extended  Test  Range  EIS.  page  1-30  of  the  1994  TMD  Hera  Target  Systems  Environmental 
Assessment,  and  page  1-21  of  the  1994  Wake  Island  Environmental  Assessment.)  The  final 
SEIS  should  indicate  how  quickly  the  Range  Safety  Officer  needs  to  send  the  signal  to  the 
flight  termination  system  so  that  debris  from  an  off-course  flight  will  be  contained  within 
the  shortest  distance  from  the  launch  pad  to  the  LHA  boundary  at  the  four  target  launch 
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sites  shown  in  Figs.  2. 1.3-2  through  2. 1.3-5. 

8)  Analysis  of  previous  accidents  as  possible  launch  failures 

Section  2.1.3.3.7  of  the  DSEIS  indicates  that  advance  planning  for  “mishaps”  is  done  and 
that  the  Range  Safety  Officer  can  terminate  the  flight  of  an  off-course  missile  using  the 
Flight  Termination  System.  However,  safety  systems  can  malfunction  and  people  can  make 
mistakes  so  it  is  useful  to  examine  past  launch  failures  and  analyse  the  impacts  of  similar 
failures  for  target  launches  at  the  sites  considered  in  the  DSEIS.  Two  failures  which  seem 
relevant  are  the  20  Aug.  1991  Aries  failure  at  Cape  Canaveral  and  the  Minuteman  failure 
at  Vandenberg  AFB  on  15  June  1993.  The  Aries  missile  went  off  course  by  nearly  90  degrees 
but  the  Range  Safety  Officer  did  not  activate  the  flight  termination  system  until  23  seconds 
after  liftoff.  The  report  (Red  Tigress  Incident  Report  dated  23  Aug.  1991)  on  this  failure 
indicated  that  pieces  of  debris  fell  on  land  as  far  as  13,500  feet  from  the  launch  pad.  The 
Minuteman  at  Vandenberg  AFB  did  not  pitch  to  the  west  as  planned  but  instead  continued 
vertically  upward  after  liftoff.  The  Range  Safety  Officer  terminated  the  flight  at  8  seconds 
and  pieces  of  flaming  debris  (including  the  2nd  and  3rd  stages)  hit  the  ground  about  5600  feet 
south-east  of  the  launch  pad  (i.e.  in  the  direction  mostly  opposite  to  the  intended  trajectory). 
According  to  newspaper  reports,  the  brush  fires  started  by  this  debris  burned  400  acres  on 
base  plus  600  acres  off  base.  A  failure  like  this  for  a  launch  from  Santa  Rosa  Island  could 
have  devastating  consequences  for  the  residential  areas  on  the  coast  north  of  the  island,  which 
arc  about  1.5  miles  from  the  launch  pad.  (Sec  Fig.  3. 1.7-2.) 

9)  Target  missile  reentry  vehicles 

On  page  2-43,  the  DSEIS  gives  a  typical  target  reentry  vehicle  mass  as  2,400  kg.  This 
hardly  seems  typical  for  intermediate-range  missiles.  For  example,  page  1-5  of  the  1994 
TMD  Hera  Target  Systems  Environmental  Assessment  gives  a  mass  of  820  kg  for  the  Hera 
ballistic  target  vehicle.  The  final  SEIS  should  give  the  masses  of  the  reentry  vehicles  for  the 
various  target  missiles  considered. 

'tu&fJL. 

MichaeHoucs 

Dept,  of  Physics  &  Astronomy 
Univ.  of  Hawaii 
2505  Correa  Road 
Honolulu,  Hawaii  96822 
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Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SE1S) 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  mending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  commons  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  ApnL  3,  1998  .0 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 
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I  and  off  my  fidends  and  neighbors  are  pleased  that  the  land  missile 
launch  from  the  Honda  Keys  is  not  presently  under  active 
consideration.  However,  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(draft)  has  been  prepared  and  public  hearings  are  being  held  It 
appears  to  me  and  others  that  the  door  has  been  left  open  a  little 
bit  at  the  present  time  and  possibly  more  open  as  to  the  future. 

I  think  the  Keys  will  become  much  less  desirable  as  a  launch  site 
in  the  future  as  our  traffic  and  environmental  problems  are  getting 
worse  rather  than  better.  We  are  already  designated  by  the  State  of 
Florida  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Concern.  We  are  in  a  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  as  well  as  a  Wildlife  Refuge  for  the  Great  White 
Heron.  The  current  Environmental  Statement  (EIS)  falls  short  of 
answering  questions  we  have  regarding  these  sensitive  areas  as 
well  as  many  other  concerns. 

Very  little  information  was  given  and  little  attention  paid,  or  so  it 
appears,  to  the  transportation  of  the  missile  from  Honda  City  to 
the  proposed  launch  site.  U.  S.  1  is  referred  to  as  the  principal 
artery  into  the  Keys  when  in  fact  it  is  the  ONLY  artery 
into  the  Keys.  The  word  artery  might  well  be  replaced  by  path  as 
the  traffic  is  so  heavy  at  times  that  it  is  stopped  or  moves  at  a 
cravd.  We  fear  that  vital  travel  would  be  delayed  by  the  missile 
convoy:  such  as  fire  fighting  equipment;  emergency  medical 
vehicles;  police  response  and  necessary  medical  travel.  Our 
services  available  to  deal  with  any  emergencies  are  limited:  there 
are  only  two  hospitals  along  this  route  (plus  one  in  Key  West)  and 
all  the  fire  departments  located  along  this  route  are  volunteer  in 
nature.  The  EIS  states  that  emergency  vehicles  will  be  let  through 
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The  question  then  becomes  HOW  and  WHERE?  The  road  has  25 
miles  of  four  lane  roads  and  95  miles  of  two  lane  roads.  There  are 
J?y  bridges  as  well  which  allow  little  or  no  room  for  passing  of 
emergency  vehicles.  Has  consideration  been  given  to  the  special 
problems  that  might  occur  during  hurricane  season?  Would  the 
keys  be  able  to  be  evacuated  without  delay? 

Is  there  danger  of  a  fire  or  explosion  while  the  missile  is  in  transit 
in  the  event  of  a  collision  with  another  vehicle?  If  yes,  could  this 
damage  a  bridge?  Our  bridges  are  our  life  line,  among  other 
things  carrying  our  only  fresh  water  to  us.  All  our  utilities  are 
vulnerable  in  this  scenario  as  well  as  our  food  supply.  The  EIS  has 
a  description  of  a  fire  fighting  plan,  but  it  appears  to  be  one  of 
Eglin  Air  Force  Bases’  plans.  Will  fire  fighting  equipment  from 
Eglin  accompany  the  convoy? 

Another  concern  is  the  absence  of  a  current  traffic  study  in  the 
EIS.  Extrapolations  are  made  from  older  studies  that  may  well 
have  been  extrapolations  themselves.  For  example,  the  EIS 
predicts  that  the  traffic  in  the  year  2005  will  be  up  1 8%  on  Cudjoe 
Key,  down  9%  on  Summcrland  Key  and  down  1 1%  on  Big  Pine 
Key.  Essentially  the  same  traffic  is  on  this  entire  stretch.  And  if 
the  traffic  EVER  goes  down  on  Big  Pine,  it  will  be  amazing  as 
well  as  a  miracle.  Our  traffic  is  very  heavy  now  and  getting  worse 
every  year.  Over  half  our  population  excluding  Key  West  centers 
on  U.S.  1  and  it  is  our  only  way  out. 

Other  questions  not  answered  are  how  fast  will  the  convoy  be 
traveling?  what  time  of  day  or  night  will  this  travel  take  place? 
Has  thought  been  given  on  how  to  handle  civil  disobedience 
ahould  it  occur? 

It  seems  obvious  to  me  that  the  EIS  is  seriously  flawed,  inadequate 
and  incomplete. 
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f Note;  The  use  of  braces,  “{}”  indicate  the  authors  comments.  A  series  of 
periods,  indicates  a  break  in  the  text.  Brackets  “[]”  indicate  other  references, 
and  references  to  Draft  SE1S  pages  are  enclosed  in  “( )’’  parenthesis. 

Please  take  note  the  words,  “can,  may,  might,  could,  should,  etc.,  throughout  the 
text  of  the  SEIS.  They  imply  uncertainty;  and  indicate  the  need  for  further  study. 

The  term  pH  is  used  to  denote  the  strength  of  acids  and  alkalis.  A  pH  of  7.0  is 
considered  neutral.  The  more  acidic,  the  lower  the  pH;  the  higher  the  pH  the  more 
alkaline.  Zero  is  the  lowest  number  and  14  the  highest.  Each  single  number  of 
increase  or  decrease  indicates  ten-fold  change.  That  is  a  pH  of  4.0  is  ten  times 
more  acidic  than  a  pH  of  5.0. 

Purpose:  The  purpose  of  this  presentation  is  to  show  that  even  the  Draft  SEIS 
demonstrates  that  a  launch  from  the  Keys  is  unthinkable.  It  is  likely  that  a  single 
launch  would  produce rnore  hazard to  tlie  population,  human,  animal  and  plant, 
than  that  which  all  of  the  environmental  restraints  placed  upon  us,  the  citizens, 
would  or  could  produce  in  many  years.  The  factual  conclusions  of  the  SEIS 
clearly  demonstrate  that  the  mitigation  summary  is  wrong.  It  is  wrong  because  of  a 
lack  of  factual  data  derived  from  this  environment,  lack  of  understanding  of  the 
geography  of  the  Keys,  and  our  dependence  on  the  U.S.  1  centered  life-link. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  presentation  to  humiliate  the  BMDO,  but  rather  to 
emphasize  the  conflicting  data  in  their  own  study.  It  is  understood  that  the  airforce 
and  BMDO  have  a  need  for  this  project.  However,  the  Keys  and  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  should  be  ruled  out  as  a  setting  for  these  tests.  The  commerce,  delicate 
waters  sunounding  the  Keys,  and  proposed  flight  path  dictate  a  reevaluation  of  the 
entire  project  utilizing  the  Elgin  Test  Range.  Other  testing  ranges  are  available,  j 

[From-  TOXICS  A  TO  7.-  UnivcrsityjiiXfllifanua  Press  -  1,221 

ALUMINUM  -  Patients  undergoing  kidney  dialysis  suffered  dementia  when  using 
water  in  the  machines  from  which  the  aluminum  had  not  been  removed.  It  was 
found  that  patients  suffering  from  Alzheimer’s  disease  had  high  concentrations  of 
aluminum  in  their  brains.  If  is  suspected,  although  not  yet  proven,  to  be  a  factor  in 
the  development  of  this  disease. 

Aluminum  does  not  dissolve  readily  in  water  that  is  neutral  in  acidity,  but  as  water 
gets  either  increasingly  acidic  or  alkaline,  it  dissolves  more  readily  and  therefore 
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becomes  more  mobile  in  the  environment.  Such  would  be  the  case  caused  by  the 
acid  rain  produced  by  a  launch. 

High  aluminum  concentrations  have  caused  massive  fish  dieoffs.  When  this 
happens  it  is  practically  impossible  to  reestablish  populations  because  of  the 
changed  water  chemistry  and  absence  of  food  sources 

HCL  -  Hydrogen  chloride  will  dissolve  in  water  to  form  hydrocloric  acid. 
Hydrochloric  acid  is  a  strong  acid.  It  is  not  uncommon  for  neighborhoods  or  even 
whole  towns  to  require  evacuation  during  a  spill.  At  concentration  levels  below 
the  threshold  for  stnell  or  taste,  hydrochloric  acid  can  cause  sneezing,  laryngitis, 
chest  pain,  hoarseness  and  a  feeling  of  suffocation.  Skin  burns,  inflammation,  and 
ulceration  of  the  nasal  septum  can  also  occur. 

Hydrogen  chloride  gas  rapidly  turns  to  hydrochloric  acid  on  contact  with  moisture 
on  the  skin,  in  perspiration  and  in  mucous  membranes.  Most  of  the  ensuing 
damage  is  caused  by  the  acidity,  which  can  often  be  tasted  as  a  sharp  stinging 
sensation  even  before  it  can  be  smelled.  Irritation  is  mainly  to  the  eyes,  nose 
throat,  and  airways,  but  also  to  the  mouth  and  skin. 

Hydrogen  chloride  and  hydrochloric  acid  are  toxic  to  plants,  causing  leaf  bums  and 
internal  damage  ]  . .  . . . 

The  major  by  products  of  combustion  of  a  Hera  missile  are  carbon  monoxide, 
water,  hydrogen  chloride,  nitrogen  dioxide,  and  aluminum  oxide.  (2-13) 

Hydrogen  chloride  reacts  with  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid. ..This  acid  may 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  plants  or  on  the  alkalinity  of  soils  and  exposed  surface 
water.  Acidification  of  water  generally  results  in  higher  solubility  of  minerals  and 
lower  oxygen  levels  until  the  acid  is  neutralized.  Acidification  of  soils  may  lead  to 
increased  plant  mortality... depending  on  the  species’  resistance  to  acidity.  (3-17) 

Hydrogen  chloride  is  emitted  from  the  motor  {missile}  as  a  gaseous  exhaust 
component.  Water  (from  the  exhaust,  and  open  sources,  or  from  the  atmosphere) 
readily  scavenges  the  hydrogen  chloride  from  the  exhaust  cloud  and  forms 
hydrochloric  acid,  (K-5) 

Humidity  levels  (in  the  Keys}  reflect  the  maritime  environment.  The  mean 
average  humidity  is  75  percent,  and  does  not  vary  significantly  by  month.  (3-357) 
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Normal  target  launch  operations  may  result  in  the  release  of  airborne  exhaust 
products,  which  may  adversely  affect  the  health  of  persons  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  a  launch  site.  Also,  during  target  launch  operations  there  is  the  potential 
for  a  launch  mishap,  which  results  in  explosion,  whole-body  impact,  or  debris 
impact.  These  effects  are  limited  to  the  alternative  launch  locations  (Cudjoe  Key 
and  Saddlebunch  Keys).  Launch  operations  present  both  occupational  and  non- 
occupational  safety  and  health  issues.  (3-464) 

Due  to  the  initial  heat  generated  by  combustion  the  exhaust  plume  tends  to  rise  and 
drift  while  cooling.  (3-14)  &  Diagram 

Maximum  exposure  occurs  at  1 .94  km.  HCL  remains  above  the  safe  level  from 
some  point  before  1.94  km  to  a  point  between  3.0  and  4.0  km. 

Where  the  initial  screening  indicated  there  may  be  a  potential  for  exceedances 
beyond  the  LHA,  an  additional  refined  analysis  was  undertaken...  (3-16) 

The  first  analysis  was  a  general  screening  to  determine  if  the  amounts  of  pollutants 
emitted  had  the  potential  to  cause  exceedances  of  National  or  state  ambient  air 
quality  standards  or  applicable  health-based  guidance  levels.  Those  scenarios 
which  the  initial  screening  indicated  had  a  potential  to  exceed  the  standards...  were 
subjected  to  additional  refined  modeling  to  better  determine  the  potential 

concentrations  of  the  applicable  pollutant(s) . therefore  no  further  action  was 

required.  (K-l) 

While  weather  conditions  and  patterns  in  Florida  differ  substantially  from  those  at 
the  Fort  Wingate  launch  complex,  a  similar  lack  of  impacts  would  be  anticipated 
for  normal  launches  at  the  proposed  launch  sites.  (3-18)  Preliminary  analysis  of 
the  emissions  monitored  during  a  recent  launch  of  the  Hera  at  FI.  Wingate,  New 
Mexico....  (It  is)  not  specifically  approved  by  EPA  or  the  state  of  Florida...  it  has 
been  successfully  used  ...  at  Dugway  Proving  Ground...  Utah  -  Western  Desert 
Test  Center,  1996. 

Refined  analysis  of  potential  air  quality  impacts  ...was  specifically  developed  to 
estimate  impacts  to  air  quality  due  to  open  burning  or  detonation  of  explosives  and 
fuels... 

A  release  height ...  was  selected.  The  elevated  release  height  will  tend  to 
underpredict  concentrations  near  the  launch  site.  However,  this  impact  is 
negligible  due  to  tlte  LHA  ...  (K-3) 


{If  all  fuel  is  consumed,  some  of  the  by-products  would  be:) 

Aluminum  oxide  -  5,063  pounds; 

Hydrogen  chloride  -  3,8 1 5  pounds  (K-5) 

{This  amounts  to  approximately  10,039  pounds  of  concentrated  HCL} 

Into  the  waters; 

Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  onto  the  adjacent  waters  would  not  accumulate  as 
the  natural  buffering  of  sea  water  and  brackish  estuarine  waters  would  quickly 
neutralize  the  localized  increased  acidity.  Currents  in  the  local  Gulf  waters  would 
also  flush  such  acidic  concentrations  into  larger  mixing  volumes.  (3-393) 

The  coastal  marsh  ecosystem  of  the  Florida  Keys  is  a  valuable  and  protected 
resource  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  coastal  marshes  are  a  complex  system  of 
shallow  water  bays  and  basins  surrounded  by  hundreds  of  mangrove-fringed  keys 
and  developed  shorelines.  . . .  Although  these  tidal  passes  allow  for  water 
exchange,  the  cluster  of  islands  protects  the  reef  tract  from  the  outflow  of 
seasonally  variable  Gulf  of  Mexico  water.  (3-534) 

...  the  average  depth  of  water  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  side  is  only  1,8  meters  (6 
feet)  3-425) 

...most  of  these  channels  are  shallow  ...  1.97  feet,  sec  3-427) 

(1  don’t  think  we  have  any  true  estuaries  on  Cudjoe  Key.  While  it  may  be  true  that 
the  onshore  water  is  brackish,  it  does  not  readily  mix  with  that  offshore.  Further, 
the  water  off  Cudjoe  Key  is  relatively  shallow.  For  this  reason,  the  pH  would  not 
be  buffered  quickjy.  The  flow  in  this  shallow  water  would  be  expected  to  be 
turbulent.  Hydrochloric  acid  is  denser  than  seawater  (1 .2  vs.  1 .025)  and  would 
tend  to  sink  into  the  lower  turbulent  area.  By  the  time  enough  flushing  occurred, 
the  damage  may  well  have  already  been  done.  An  assault  on  nature  of  this 
magnitude  must  surely  require  more  study,  to  say  nothing  of  the  accumulated 
affect  that  12  launches  per  year  over  ten  years  would  have.  The  buildup  of  acid 
and  aluminum  on  near-shore  waters  would  certainly  be  significant.} 

In  addition  to  providing  habitat  for  many  marine  animals,  these  coastal  marsh  areas 
serve  as  buffers  during  hurricanes  and  tropical  storms...  Because  of  the  area’s  low 
population  density,  low  level  of  industrial  development,  and  lack  of  major  rivers, 
concentrations  of  chemical  contaminants  are  generally  low.  (3-524) 
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Chloride  levels  in  these  lenses  are  too  high  for  human  consumption,  but  are 
suitable  for  most  irrigation  purposes  and  provide  the  major  source  of  drinking 
water  for  wildlife.  (3-414)  Shallow,  fresh  water  in  the  Florida  Keys  is  limited  to 
nonexistent.  (3-527)  {What  is  there,  is  crucial.} 

Sea-water: 

Although  no  environmental  studies  have  been  identified  which  specifically 
evaluate  the  fate  of  ammonium  perchlorate  {fuel}  in  the  marine  environment...  In 
one  studv,  involving  propellant  pieces  (ammonium  perchlorate  and  HTPB 
{binder} )  submerged  in  seawater,  water  penetration  was  limited  to  about  1 .3 
centimeters  (0.5  inch)  over  a  period  of  one  month.  (3-352)  {What  about  ten 
years?) 

The  seagrass  beds  and  scattered  coral  heads  arc  extremely  sensitive  habitats  for  a 
wide  variety  of  aquatic  organisms,  including  several  Federal  and  state  listed 
species  of  mammals,  turtles,  and  fish.  (3-377) 


Overland  Transport  to  Site: 

The  Hera  missile  is  considered  a  D.O.D.  Class  1.1  Explosive  -  Explosives  that 
have  a  mass  explosion  hazard  (one  that  affects  almost  the  entire  load 
instantaneously).  -  (Glossary) 

Launch  Mishap: 

An  early  flight  termination  of  a  Hera  target  missile  could  result  in  the  second  stage 
booster  impacting  within  the  LHA  {or  elsewhere}.  This  second  stage  booster... 
could  explode  on  impact.  The  amount  of  energy  from  the  explosion  that  is 
propagated  underwater  could  injure  marine  mammals  iu  the  vicimty.  The 
threshold  of  effect  on  marine  mammals  is  still  under  analysis.  (3-27 1) 

Noise: 

Birds:  (Remember  these  launches  are  to  be  at  night} 

Short  duration  high  intensity  noise  levels  could  cause  roosting  birds  in  the  area  to 
flush  off  their  nests.  (3-372) 

The  nearest  eagle  nest  is  approximately  4  Km  away  (3-389)  -  103dB  (3-391), 
louder  than  a  freight  train  at  full  speed  from  30  feet,  jackhammer  at  10  feet  and  a 
B-747  at  1,000  feet.  (3-130) 
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The  increased  activity  at  the  site  may  result  in  a  temporary  disturbance  to  wildlife 
in  the  area,  particularly  those  species  that  use  the  mangroves,  tidal  marsh,  and 
shallow  nearshore  waters  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  launch  site,  such  bs 
turtles,  various  protected  wading  and  shore  birds,  and  the  white-crowned  pigeon. 
(3-389) 

The  launch  noise  would  generally  extend  over  a  9-kilometer  (5. 6-mile)  radius  area 
and  may  cause  nesting  and  foraging  birds  to  react  by  either  becoming  alert  or 
temporarily  leaving  nests...  {The  9.0  kilometer  radius  is  not  on  the  chart.) 

The  nearest  rookeries  for  colonial  nesting  birds  on  Little  Crane,  Sawyer,  and 
Johnston  keys  are  located  5.5  to  7.0  kilometers  (3.4  to  4.3  miles)  from  the  site  and 
would  experience  peak  93  dB  noise  levels...  Riding  Key  (northwest  of  Cudjoe 
Key)  is  the  fifth  most  important  nesting  site  for  greal  white  herons  (U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior,  1997).  Missiles  will  be  at  least  2,000  meters  (6,562 
feet)  above  any  rookeries  downrango.  { 1 1 5  dB  -  louder  than  a  rock  concert  (110 
dB)  but  below  the  threshold  of  pain  for  humans  (120  dB)} 

(3-390) 

Due  to  the  short  duration  of  the  target  launch  noise  (approximately  60  seconds), 
the  only  individuals  that  would  likely  be  affected  are  those  within  the  90  dB  and 
greater  contours  shown  in  figure  3.3.3-10.  {the  figure  does  not  show  a  90  dB 
contour;  and  linear  regression  analysis  shows  discontinuities  in  the  data}. 

Sources  of  ambient  noise  at  the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key  launch  site  include  aircraft 
traffic  from  the  NASKW  airfield  and  the  Key  West  International  Airport.... 

Noise  contours  from  the  1989  NASKW...  study  show  that  the...  smallest  contour 
calculated  in  the  study  does  not  overlay  the  Cudjoe  Key  noise  ROI.  (3-447) 

{You  can’t  have  it  both  ways.  The  study  stopped  at  the  60-dB  contour  (normal 
conversation)  about  9  miles  west  of  Cudjoe  Key.  Air  traffic  is  further  limited  over 
the  Cudjoe  launch  site  by  Restricted  Area  2916  (surface  to  14,000  feet)  which 
keeps  aircraft  away  from  the  aerostats  (blimps).  See  3-370  and  3-449) 

Turtles; 

As  launch  preparation  activities  would  be  done  primarily  during  night  time  hours, 
sea  turtles  coming  on  shore  at  night  to  nest  at  Sawyer  Key,  7  kilometers  (4.3  miles) 
from  the  site  could  be  minimally  affected.  {95  dB  -  louder  titan  a  freight  train  (88 
dB),  but  not  as  loud  as  a  jackhammer  (96  dB)} 
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...although  there  is  sow  chance  of  some  debris  washing  onshore  after  launches. 
Such  debris  could  entangle  or  harm  wildlife.  (3-392) 


For  30  days  before  a  launch,  test  personnel  would  be  present  at  the  site. . .  The  total 
number  of  launches  at  Cudjoe  Key  would  sot  exceed  12  per  year.  (This  basically 
assures  permanent  duty  for  ten  years  | 

Potable  water  for  Cudjoe  Key  Table  3.3.12-1  shows  a  395V.  increase.  Wastewater 
is  assured  to  be  the  same  quantity  as  potable  water  consumption.  The 
mainland  portion  of  Monroe  County  Includes  the  Everglades  National  Park,  the 
Big  Cypress  National  Preserve,  and  the  city  of  Miami. 

The  Cudjoe  Gardens  Marina  is  located  1.9  kilometers  (no  it  isn't)  (3  miles) 
southwest  of  the  Cudjoe  Key  site  and  includes  six  boat  ramps  (no  it  doesn’t)  and  a 
marina.  (3-429) 

(The  conversion  of  Kg  to  pounds  for  Aluminum  oxide  in  the  table  on  3-14  is 
incorrect.  The  conversion  factor  is  2.205  and  no<  2.149.  This  error  is  also  earned 
forward  to  the  last  paragraph  ou  3-353.) 

Summarv: 

...  it  K  possible  that  some  of  the  natural  resources  required  for  the  operation  of  the 
program  may  be  restored  to  their  pre-project  conditions. 

The  ...  program  would  not  generally  involve  the  use  of  resources  to  such  an  extent 
that  they  would  become  fully  consumed  or  destroyed.  As  a  result,  potential 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  would  be  very  limited,  and 
would  occur  only  for  certain  biological  end  cultural  resources.  (3-534) 

IFleaW  cspjtndon  which  biological  and  cultural  resources  would  be  irreversibly 
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17 
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The  worst  case  scenario  would  Involve  a  booster  with  DOD  class  1 .1  explosives, 
such  as  are  the  second  stage  of  the  Hera  missile,  because  they  are  shipped  with 
the  destruct  assembly  attached.  In  the  remote  event  of  a  severe  accident,  there 
Is  potential  that  a  DOD  class  1 .1  missile  component  could  detonate,  Initiating  the 
destruct  system  and  burning  the  propellant,  releasing  hydrogen  chloride,  which 
are  considered  explosive  materials. 

Safety: 

...  in  the  event  of  a  significant  event  (which)  would  include  all  location;  within 
approximately  ...  1,000  feet  of  the  shipping  route.  This  an  include  U.S.  1  and  any 
seqQqjlarY.SOlttsctinR  roads,  bridges,  and  adjacent  locations  along  selected 

(All  Emergency  Response  Plan  references  site  Appendix  J  (3-154, 160) 

Appendix  J  does  not  cover  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch,  only  Eglin  aFB.  The  Anforce 
has  the  following  resources  available  at  Eglin,  to  name  a  few: 

1.  An  on  scene  commander 

2.  Crisis  action  team 

3.  Initial  response  element 

4.  Range  safety  office 

5.  Ground  safety  element 

6.  Director  of  civil  engineering 

7.  Explosive  ordinance  disposal 

8.  964  Medical  group 

9.  Bi$e  fire  department 

10. HAZMAT  response  team 
U. Security  police 

12. Bioenviroameatal  engineering 

13.  Communications  group. 

Our  local  volunteer  fire  departments  and  sheriffs  do  not  have  these  resources  or 
equipment  necessary  to  handle  the  challenge,  i 
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We  are  only  told  that  a  computer  model  did  It.  The  discussion  Is  woefully 
lacking  In  it  applicability  to  section  4.0  should  be  a  summary  of  proposed 
environmental  impacts  and  mitigation.  A  statement  on  2-76  sums  up  their 
feelings,  "Potential  safety  impacts  for  all  environmental  resources  were 
evaluated  for  both  normal  Interceptor  and  human  health  risks.  The  Increased 
risk  to  mission  personnel  and  the  general  phone  due  to  TMD  mishaps  would  be 
negligible."  In  almost  all  of  the  thirteen  categories  the  mitigation  was  "None 
required.  Short-term  and  temporary-none  sanitation  they  recommended  port-a- 
potties.  In  this  last  case,  the  previous  reference  to  length  of  stay  should  be 
considered. 


The  TMD  Extended  Range  Program  would  not  generally  involve  the  use  of 
resources  to  such  an  extent  that  they  would  become  fully  consumed  or 
destroyed.  As  a  result,  potential  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of 
resources  would  be  very  limited,  and  would  occur  only  for  certain  biological  and 
cultural  resources  (3-534). 
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3. 1.8.1  fieeautce  Description  and  Evelusilv*  Methods 

Noise  Is  usually  described  as  unwanted  sound.  Charsc  tart  tries  of  sound  Include 
amplitude,  frequency,  and  duration.  Sound  can  vary  over  an  extremely  large  range  of 
amplitude*.  The  decibel  |dB),  a  logarithmic  unit  that  accounts  for  the  large  variation  in 
amplitude,  is  the  accepted  standard  unit  for  the  measure  of  sound.  Noise  level*  of 
common  eounres  are  provided  in  table  3.1.8-1. 

Table  3. 1,8-1:  Nelae  Levele  of  Common  Sources 


Because  an  Indrviduil**  reaction  to  nolle  end  attitude  toward  noise  sources  varies,  it 
Is  Impossible  to  accurately  predict  how  an  individual  will  react  to  a  particular  noise. 
However,  when  entire  communities  are  conaldered,  community  reectlon  to  noiee  mey  be 
represented  with  a  high  degree  of  confidence. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISK  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Soldi  Florida  Enxjutm  Offict 
P.O.  Bar  2474 

Wra  Beach.  Florida  22541-2474 

Jsnus-7  27,  1998  FEB  -  2  S7j 


Linda  Ninh 
44  OG/OGM 

20J  W«4t  D  Avenue.  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB.  FL  32542-4864 

RE:  Fredninary  Drift  SELS  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  system  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 
Dear  Ml.  N'uth: 


■punk  you  for  the  copies  of  the  Preiitninj ry  Drift  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(SE1S)  dated  January  5.  199S.  To  reiterite,  this  letter  represents  the  combined  responses  from 
three  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Semen  (FWS)  ftdd  offices  responsible  for  reviewing  the 
Preliminary  Drift  SE1S  (documeot).  Accordingly,  the  Panama  City  Field  Office  provided 
comments  on  TMD  actlvitiej  proposed  for  Eglia  AFB;  the  South  Florida  Field  Office  in  Vtro 
Beach  provided  comments  on  TMD  activities  occurring  in  the  lower  Florida  Keys,  and  the 
Florida  Keys  National  Wddlife  Refuges  (NWR)  on  Big  Pine  Key  provided  comments  since  both 
potential  launch  sites  in  the  lower  Florida  Keys  (Cudjoe  Key  and  the  Saddlebsmch  Keys)  occur 
adjacent  to  refuge  boundaries.  This  letter  provides  general  and  specific  comments  addressing  the 
TMD  system's  potential  effects  to  threatened  and  endangered  species,  migratory  birds, 
anadroaous  fish,  and  wetland  habitats 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

As  we  stated  previously  to  ou;  review  of  the  Coordinating  Draft  SEIS.  we  re-etnpha*ie  that  the 
current  document  does  not  adequately  address  our  concern  regarding  potential  effects  to  Federal 
truit  resources  and  land  management  responsibilities.  We  remain  concerned  with  several  issues 
associated  with  the  proposed  action. 

1  The  effects  of  ground  vibrtrtioas  from  missile  or  interceptor  Launches  ou  wildlife,  specifically 
fedorally  listed  sea  turtle  embryos  and  hatchlings,  still  needs  to  be  evaluated.  Data  from  the 
space  shuttle  and  Titin/Dclu  rocket  launches  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  and  their  potential 
effects  on  sea  turtles  nesting  on  nearby  Canaveral  National  Seashore  could  be  used  for 
comparison 

2  The  effects  oflauuch  activities  (eg.,  human  disturbances,  noise  imparts)  on  the  following 
species  nesting  within  the  five-mile  radius  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Areas  (LHA)  for  Eglin  AFB 
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(Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias)  needs  to  be  evaluated:  loggerhead  sea  turtle  (Careri a 
carttta),  green  sea  turtle  ( Chtbnla  mydas),  and  bald  eagle  {HoliatUus  feaco ctptoJus). 

3.  The  effects  cf  prelaunch  and  launch  activities  on  populations  of  the  following  species 
existing  within  the  LHA  for  both  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Key  needs  to  be  evaluated: 
silver  rice  nt  (Oiytomys  argtnlalus);  Lower  Keys  marsh  nbbil  (Sytvilagui palustris  htfneri), 
transient  Key  deer  ( Odocoileus  rlrginlaws  clavium);  bald  eagle;  and  eastern  indigo  snake 
(Drymarshan  cards  anptri).  These  activities  could  interfere  with  die  FWS '  recovery 
efforts  for  fasted  species  in  the  Keys,  luch  as  repatriating  tho  Key  deer  to  Cudjoe  Key. 

3.  The  affects  of  (relaunch  and  launch  activities  on  shorebird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  wiihin 
the  LHA  for  both  the  Florida  panhandle  and  the  Florida  Keys  needs  to  be  evaluated, 

Aviftuna,  especially  is  the  Florida  Keys,  are  already  subjected  to  significant  stress  from  raiise 
and  disturbance,  Currently,  oe sting  populations  of  wading  birds  are  continuously  disturbed 
by  the  ever  increasing  presence  of  humans,  such  is  tour  boats  around  their  rookeries. 
Furthermore,  as  nesting  birds  tike  Sight  in  response  to  ptelaunch  aid  launch  activities,  they 
leave  their  neats  exposed  to  predators,  such  as  the  magnificent  ftigatebird  ( Frcgaia 
magnificats),  and  to  tha  elements.  Flushing  birds  aa  such  unnecessarily  expends  valuable 
energy  that  may  otherwise  be  used  for  hunting,  foraging,  and/or  maintenance.  Thui,  we  view 
the  launching  of  target  missiles  from  land-based  facifitiea  in  the  Florida  Keys  u  another  level 
of  stress  these  birds  most  endure.  The  cumulative  effect  of  these  costing  stresses  along  with 
the  added  streu  from  the  proposed  action  may  remit  in  changing  the  reproductive  behavior  of 
nesting  birds  (e.g,,  decrease)  fecundity)  and  force  them  to  seek  other  poteotia!  ocst  areas, 
which  are  becoming  increasingly  Kmiteti  in  availability  and  suitability,  Details  of  the  specific 
mfcigative  measures  designed  to  ameliorate  these  effects  are  lacking  in  the  document, 

4.  The  proposed  action  is  inconsistentwith  the  Congressional  designation  of  "'wilderness  areas" 
for  2,278  and  1 ,900  acres  in  the  Great  White  Heron  NWR  and  National  Key  Deer  Refuge, 
respectively.  Specifically,  wilderness  areas  are  “an  area  of  Federal  land  retaining  its  primeval 
character  and  influence,  without  permanent  habitation,  which  is  protected  and  managed  so  as 
to  preserve  it»  natural  conditions  such  tbai  it  (I)  generally  appears  to  have  been  affeaed 
primarily  by  the  forces  of  nature,  with  Use  imprint  of  man’s  work  substantially  unnoticeable; 
and  (2)  baa  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primit/vr  and  uoconftaed  type  of 
recreation  , . (WiidtntessAct  of  1944).  Furthermore,  “widerness  areas. . ,  shall  be 
administered  in  sueh  a  manner  as  will  leave  them  unimpaired  for  future  use  and  enjoymetit  >S 
wilderness"  (50  CFR.  35.2). 

5.  The  effects  of  the  proposed  action  (e.g.,  visual  pollution  of  wilderness  areas,  the  impact  oo 
wilderness  solitude,  the  recreational  and  economic  impact  to  the  highly  desired  "wilderness 
experience”)  on  wildlife  and  human  users  in  federally-designated  areas  (e,g.,  Great  White 
Heron  NWR,  Florida  Keys  Nstional  Marine  Sanctuary,  wilderness  areas)  needs  to  bo 
evaluated. 
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Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

The  word  "Apalachicola"  continues  to  be  misspelled  on  maps  throughout  the  document.  Alto, 
we  were  iacotroct  in  our  last  review  citing  the  scientific  name  of  the  Gulf  iturgeon  uAdpenstr 
ajyrhynchus  (ksolot.  The  correct  tpdling  it  Aclptiutr  oryrindms  cUKloi.  The  Florid*  Keys 
National  Wildlife  Refugee  li  t  common  title  10  refer  to  four  refuge*  within  the  Keys:  Crocodile 
Like!  NWR,  National  Key  Dew  KeAige,  Great  White  Heron  NWR,  and  Key  West  NWR.  Any 
reference  to  a  particular  refuge  or  reftige*  jhould  identify  thorn  specifically. 

P)|.->..r7  r.hlet  1  1-1:  The  scientific  name  for  the  Santa  Rota  beach  mouse  is  Pensiwyseaa 
pctUmoCUS  Incaoephalus. 

Page  3-36,1  1:  The  Santa  Rosa  beach  mouse  should  also  be  included  in  the  list  of  mammals 

occurring  on  Sanit  Rott  liliad, 

pfri-<-|  gjfuret  1  3-13:  Either  add  green  turtles  to  legend  or  replace  loggerhead  tardea 
with  sea  tnrties. 

Page  3-3S,  T  t :  Additional  mitigation  efforts  ahould  include  prohibiting  nighttime  activity  during 
the  sea  turtle  neeting  and  hatching  season  from  May  1  through  October  3 1  and  monitoring  TMD 
activities  for  potential  affects  on  sensitive  species  with  the  implcmeotiuon  of  remedial  actions  as 
necessary 

n.]j»  *  7  It  should  be  mentioned  that  Site  D-3A  is  within  the  nest  protection  rone  ts 

identified  In  the  FWS  management  guidelines  for  held  eagles  The  guidelines  recommeod 
limitations  on  activities  that  could  affect  bald  eagles  depending  oa  the  time  of  year,  type  of 
activity,  and  distance  from  the  nest. 

S-fid  Figure  3  I  3-16  Seabird  should  be  shoreblrd  In  the  legend. 

hpl-iU  i  7:  Additional  mitigation  efforts  should  include  prohibiting  nighttime  activity  during 
the  sea  turtle  costing  and  batching  Mason  from  May  1  through  October  3 1  aadmonitonog  TMD 
activities  for  potential  effects  on  sensitive  species  with  the  implementation  of  remedial  acocns  as 
necessary. 

Page  3-262,  Table  3  2. 3,-3:  Cartha  carttta  canlta  should  be  Cartisa  canaa. 

p,„  uw  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  live-bottom  hibiuu  should  be  described,  in  addition  to 
coral  and  bank,  reef  habitats.  The  Mlnatals  Managemant  Service  hu  Rinded  numerous  studies  to 
identify  and  describe  these  habitat  types. 

p«gre  1-371:  Information  on  nesting,  foraging,  wading,  and  colonial  birds  is  incomplete.  The 
data  and  mangrove  islands  are  used  extensively  by  wading  birds 
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p.g.  a-vit  Tahls  3  3  1.3  The  nesting  season  for  bald  eagles  is  from  October  1  to  May  15  in  the 
southeast  region  of  the  United  States.  The  tabic  incorrectly  illustrates  the  eagle's  breeding 
season  from  November  l  to  early  August. 

s,|.  s-ngo-  Again,  information  on  nesting,  foraging,  wading,  sod  colonial  birds  is  incomplete. 
p.p  3.380  1  2:  There  are  no  piaelaadt  on  Saddiebuneh  Key. 

p.g.  a-Dto  Figure  3  3  3. Ifl:  The  figure  ii  inaccurate  and  the  rookery  data  is  incomptae.  For 
esesunple,  many  of  the  rookeries  are  depicted  in  open  water.  Alio,  Riding  Key  (just  north  of 
Cudjoe  Key)  1*  the  fifLh  most  important  nesting  site  fbt  great  white  herons 

p.y,  3.308  Figure  3  3  1.13:  As  before,  th«  figure  is  inaccurate,  the  rookery  data  is  incomplete, 
sod  rookeries  are  ihepicted  in  open  water. 

pagf  1-404  e  I-  land  snapper  should  be  lana  snapper. 

p.g-  3-478  y  3  and  4:  The  mrface  are*  protected  by  the  Great  White  Heron  NWR  is 
approximately  192,494  acres  (710  square  Idlomrterl  or  300  square  miles).  The  purpose  of  the 
Great  White  Heron  NWR  is  “as  a  reflige  and  breeding  ground  for  great  white  heron,  other 
migratory  blrdl,  and  other  wildlife  "  Also,  “for  use  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary,  or  for  other 
managetneat  purpose  for  migratory  birds"  (16  U.S.C.  715d).  The  suffice  area  protected  by  the 
National  Key  Dees  Refuge  is  approximately  8,542  acres  (35  square  kilometers  or  13  square 
miles).  The  purpose  of  thoNaclooi!  Key  Deer  Rcfoge  Is  “to  protect  tad  preserve  in  the  national 
interest  the  Key  deer  and  other  wildlife  resources  in  the  Florida  Keys"  (71  Slat.  412.  8-22-57) 
and  “to  conserve...fish  or  widlife  which  are  listed  as  endangered  species  or  ihreatcned 
jpecies...of . .  plants”  (l«  U.S.C.  1534).  The  National  Key  Dtxi  Reflige  is  Incorrectly  abbreviated 
as  KDNWR.  Also,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  designated  "wilderness  areas"  In  this  lection  on 
Protected  Areas. 

n.?rt-itn  II  I-  WildSfe  Management  Areas  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary 
were  adopted  xones  originally  designated  in  the  1992  Management  Agreement  for  Submerged 
Uadi  (MA-ae-081)  between  the  FWS  and  the  State  of  Florida  for  the  specific  management  of 
critical  habitat.  Figure  3 .3.7-4  is  incorrectly  referenced  in  this  paragraph  U  Figure  3 .2.7-4. 

Pl?ft  3-fi7  IgjgJ:  Saddiebuneh  Key  site  is  also  located  within  the  Great  White  Heron  NWR, 
The  are  several  Wildlife  Management  Areas  within  ib*  LUA  of  Saddiebuneh  Key;  Mtmn  Key*, 
Snipe  Keys,  Mud  Keys,  Lower  Harbor  Kays,  Cayo  Aqua,  Bay  Keys,  Sawyer  Key. 

1-416  Figure  3  1.7-7:  Federal  lands  should  be  distinguished  between  military  property  and 
conservadon/preserviiion  land. 
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p.rl-447  Figure  1  3  7-IQ-  Again,  Federal  lands  should  be  distinguished  between  military 
property  and  conservatioo'preservation  lend. 

Peaa  3-501,  V  2-  There  ia  significant  coral  reef  development  in  the  lower  Keys.  Big  Pine  Key  is 
in  the  lower  Keys,  where**  Meridian  (incorrectly  referred  to  13  Mirethon  Key)  is  in  the  middle 
Keys  The  chain  of  islands  west  of  the  Seven-mile  Bridge  is  considered  the  lower  Keys.  Key 
deer  *re  primarily  on  Big  Pine  ind  No  Name  keys  end  transient  to  Cudjoe  and  Sugarioaf  keys. 
The  Forest  Service's  Visual  Resource  Management  System  may  be  an  ^appropriate  tool  to  rite 
the  scenic  attractiveness  of  the  Florida  Keys'  “backcountry"  and  mangrove  habitats. 

*ee.ndiif  T.  GSMFC 1 995  is  not  listed  inyhe  Acronyms  and  Abbreviations  section  nor  is  it 
lifted  in  the  Reference*  section;  docs  GSMFC  refer  to  the  Gulf  Fisheries  Management  Council? 
Green  turtle  nesting  on  Santa  Rots  Island  and  Cape  Sen  Bias  should  be  included  In  the 
narrative.  Information  regarding  the  distinction  between  loggerhead  nesting  rub-populations 
ind  recovery  potential  should  be  included  in  the  narrative.  This  is  based  on  genetics  studies 
conducted  by  Brian  Bowen  and  his  associates  at  the  University  of  Florida. 

After  reviewing  the  document,  we  are  still  concerned  with  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  the 
proposed  action  on  6sh  and  wildlife  resources.  As  a  cooperating  igency  in  the  NEPA  process, 
we  have  attempted  to  identify  gaps  in  the  information  provided  within  the  document  as  wdi  ssto 
note  iny  inaccuracies.  Specifically,  the  document  does  not  provido  the  mitigitive  measures 
necessary  to  offset  adverse  effects  to  our  trust  resources  and  land  management  responsibilities  as 
a  result  of  target  launch  activities  proposed  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Furthermore,  we  do  not  believe 
that  the  adverse  effects  (c.g.,  noise  impacts  to  nesting  avifauna)  of  launching  target  missiles  ffom 
the  Keys  can  be  ameliorated.  Aj  such,  the  Preliminary  Draft  SEIS  is  incomplete  in  its  current 
form  We  will  cominue  to  coordinate  with  your  agency  prior  to  completing  the  Final  SEIS  on 
fish  and  wildlife  issues  that  need  to  bn  addressed  as  part  of  the  environmental  review  process, 
la  conclusion,  it  is  the  FWS’  recommendation  that  the  Florida  Keys  be  eliminated  from 
consideration  as  an  alternative  launch  site  for  target  missilea  in  the  Egiin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  oo  the  Preliminary  Draft  SEIS.  If  you  have 
any  questions  regarding  the  contents  of  this  letter,  pleaso  contact  Loroa  Patrick  (Panama  City 
Field  Office  at  S50/769-0552),  Suaan  White  (Florida  Keya  NWR  at  105/872-2239)  or  Kalaw 
Cairns  of  our  office  at  561/562-3909. 

Sincerely, 


lames  fsiack 
Project  Leader 
South  Florida  Field  Office 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
BALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  ORGANIZATION 

7100  DerKNSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON,  DC  2030! -7 1 00 


F£8  6  i9S8 


To  Concerned  Public,  Organizations,  and  Commenting  Agencies i 

Please  find  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 
(TMD)  Extended  Test  Range  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Xmoact 
Statement  (DSEIS)  for  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR)  and  Notice* of 
Availability  for  the  Proposed  TMD  teat  programs.  Additional 
copies  of  the  DSEIS  or  Executive  Summary  may  be  requested  by 
e-mail  to  **tmd«eglin .  a£ .  mil*  or  by  sending  a  written  request  to: 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

46  OG/OGM-TMD 

205  Heat  D  Avenue,  Suite  241 

Eglin  APB,  PL,  32578-6866 

Comments  on  the  DSEIS  can  also  be  sent  to  the  addresses 
above.  In  order  to  consider  your  comments  for  the  Final  SEIS, 
please  eneure  comments  are  received  by  April  3,  1998. 


incerely, 


BRIAN/W.  MOSS 
Captiin,  USN 

Director,  Test  and  Engineering 
Reoources 


Enclosures : 
Ah  stated 


Grersff 

T  W  M  C 

Co^6-^4r»  Ltr/vJ  -i  '  t\f  t/~£  y  j 

yon  P/bi/^pp  our  tAt  qSiOovs  :  ch°- 5<f" EC.TK,  , 

{[>-  7^5  lofr  c-K.  dJiccjl.  .Srtte.  pAj  otic.  L'iVeTJ 

/  (ooi/iD  PcPZh.  tTVcT  PnjtV  jp : 

A.  USQf  W*S  4 < lowed  Co^Pt-rTi;  oUer?7iit#f'1 
3  .AL'  A-DTuricr  to  rha  WHS  To  PcPe^O  r^'t- 

iHUiiSr-  TPPAXT  A4wi  To/^thuK,  7£S  !~S 


rdA itfShWtc  0  ttlusr  mv»  lort 

C,  To  Sfcrt  fb/tW  h£o <fT~pA<TS.  Hi 

PoS/T/tfc  you  e~JS  rs  tuRf  eysrpirmt/  j 
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P-W-0024 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0024 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Environmantal 

Reeource 

Candida!*  Trri  Area* 

Table  ES-1.  Comparison  of  the  1 

AS  Air-  tfatosM  CuKaai  OatoffW 

Q*»Rv  mu  nesourcM  Risoucei  Sofa 

Environmental  Consequences  of  the  Afternatives 
(Continued) 

IliZMfcut  Hetfh*  U*J  Scdo-  MmuOim/  W*W 

UfeiVtofc  Safety  Um  Ncto*  ■anoricj  TianspcrMCr  Rssnran 

EgBn  AFB 

SarrtaRaM  inland 

0 

0 

o 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Caps  Stn  Bte 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SeaUanch 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

fRfrl  CotTWor 

0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

Vtefawx  Rang* 

San  WcoIm  htend 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vaoctanberg  AFB 

o 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

San  CteflMnia  tofwvd 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

See  Launch 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

FUgWCorrWw 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

Kva^oMi  litewte  Range 

USJUCA 

0 

0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

W ike  bJ«nd 

o 

o 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Sea  Launch 

0 

o 

0 

o 

0 

Flj^tCorrWw 

0 

0 

0 

|  1  •.«**»  [p]  *«*^*~>- 


Coauntn ter  Re^htnrtloB  Cwd  .  J 

n»  J/a'! 

AffiSitian  /V7/*”  **  /t/  ^  ^  V 

Addreu  /&tr 

Plow  turn  in  (bis  card  u  tba  registrxdon  Mile. 


Tbc  moderator  will  call  oa  you  Mjpcak  wien  it 

Pleaaa  limit  vour  comment*  m  i  mm>ite* 


wuei  it  jr^trar  turn. 


SJ*rT  ^* '*'*'• 

JZJsra  *  /y?  Sresetr-; 

0/Ac^fS  &*rs 


(4is/fcr 

/A 

tty 

//k  /ta/Pc 

/Votcf  t 


'  — •  y 

*~y  ■>  (?'*jy=frc> 

14  ■P  /<\S  y&  Sre 

/7-y^<,  C  C'r^7~‘Z^,— 7Z4rs 

j-  0s*‘*'s*'7~  So 

dyC/ 4<fr 

t/y?  Tv  /t.  /9ra^  M£ 

W/<.  A  &vT-  *** 

'  ^  Cv^  /l6*Vf/rC<  A' A? C  -'V'C 
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Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OO/OGM-TMD 
205  West  Ave.,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 


Dear  Ms.  Ninh, 

I  live  on  Cttdjoe  Key,  and  am  therefore  extremely  interested  in  receiving  copies  of 
Volumes  I  St  H  of : 

Theater  Ulssle  Defense 
Extended  Text  Range 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Elgin  Gulf  Test  Range 


Please  send  them  as  soon  as  you  can  to: 

James  N.  Hare 
1152  Coates  Lane 
Summerland  Key,  FL  33042 


Thank  you  for  your  time. 

tliy.  f 


,me$  N.  Hare 


P-W-0025 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  *re  considered  in  the  Final, SEIS.  .  Piery-pt  fr*  S 

(0  zt  -*V  _ 

L-Av  A,  jr"  L/>~  ••■.'■■A  Af.5~.f-  V.e.ftiv./p  f>  Q>rTT'or>~t 


)  jSr  \por  jA-iy  if  tT.SSL^-. 

fhw  n rtef-y  'r-se'  T-t wnW-tfod 


A.  yv  SAM  If>*TT»e.  >~-~l  c.,rtff.crl*e.  Pf* 

L>'  \A O f.R a x: TVc-  ^ ovs  /u,  /.  UA,^ i_l r<^±_ 

^  r777L  _  i*  a 

& 


Th, 


-jhc  5/ge.  op  wavc.V*"*! 'AAL-v 


T  L,V(_  C  **,!  ft  ■:  jT ~J}  •  »v>  /  he. 

Si  Skit/Unr  fir.-S  3j  <7y  TSCv?n.Jj'  TJuT  Tie,  Tt 


3 


C/e  ’5  j^Ly  OrAif'id’  to  '77><-  w  A  /■  A  W>'  a 

7  /*  e  / 1~  '.3  JfDt^A  '  r  /)fiiv7~Z  CLLLsJl.  g_£  /Cevvcrr 

v  C/lsxlL  ^  LjstiSisJLix.  £i£zs. 2  ZZlfjjLulrc  A  /  £  r-_  w  ;  ^3,  c. — 

T~X  -v-  sS  /  y  To  r  T up  /a  _ _ _ 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 


O  PUB* 


FfifiUd  on  ruycU4  paper 


P-W-0026 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 

02 

03 

04 

05 


pwQ25 
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P-W-0027 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0028 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS) 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  adding  this  meeting.  H—  «•  ««• 

tuv«  regarding  *«  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Nich  by  Apnl  . 

ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 


m.doy  43H_ 


(a  Ip  A  {*330  V 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D,  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB.FL  32542-6866 


W  fiinud  ea  itejaM  paa.f 


Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3, 1998  to 
ensure  they  arc  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

46  OG/QGM-TMD 

205  West  D.  Avc,  Suite  241 

Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 

PrirrUd  90  m/clcd 

Much  1998 
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P-W-0029 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0030 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTRJ 

Think  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
hi-ve  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Fins!  SEIS. 

aJo  fer i S  4. Jo  stltf'AJb  .  — 

""  "  .  ~ 

/r  IS  -f  TU'Jar'uM'/  -  -rV-r?  ZH-t/or/C 

rttihUSS  fe-Pt,  rf/tHiq.  Tff-rr'S  Tfls. 

Tf/r-r  J/^S  rffc  0i<0)  t+i((d" d*  +-r 

*l(£-  ft*  fCifMD  Tfl’/sjK'Pd’  sf-f  rfTM-  V  / 

aTs-T'O^  It  7f/'r<  fSOii  ,;/r  aZS+A  4jfTkM£- 


'fli/rifeS  J-fci'j  i  _ 

Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
*6  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 


1  frWcd  w 
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P-W-0031 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0031 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0032 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Think  you  for  attending  thij  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
hive  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 


a£~  •—  Q.  /,'<■ 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to; 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMt) 

205  West  D.  Aye,  Suite  24! 

Eglin  APB.  FL  32542-6866 


'  Primed  m  «ej<k<  p«0cr 
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P-W-0033 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0034 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  mending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3, 1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 


Comment  Sheet 
for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEE. 


KJL  JUOdO-G 


)l  -tUo 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
90S  West  D.Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB.FL  32542-6866 


'  Pri«*sf  o«  ncydcd  p«ptr 


V  T£  •"H— •-''O 

Please  place  form  ia  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

Ms.LindaNmh  tc,  -VM—  iQubf'-d- 

46  OG/OGM-TMD  . 

205  West  D.Ave,  Suite  241  OhLA  fV»yoWcL  iLA.a  <4  nr\ 
Eg.inAFB.FL  32542-6866  ^  ^ 


EghnAFB.a  32542-6866  ^  ^  m*.pU- 

4u  SO  (waG# 1  rniUi)  AU^  A*»ul  eUiu*-t(* 

*  _ _  Mini  1998 


7  Mrari  an  nested  ftp* 


pw033 
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P-W-0034 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0035 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  meeting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Nuih  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SE2S. 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

46  OG/OGM-TMD 

205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 

Eglin  APB.  FL  32542-6866 

frinlcd  on  rrtytUd  p*?*r 

Much  1993 

Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

46  OG/OGM-TMD 

205  Weal  D.  Ave,  Suito  241 

Eglin  APB.  FL  32542-6866 

W  rnmtd  wmji tied 

Much  1998 
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c- 

Co  a*UI 


March  13, 1998 


Ma.  Linda  Nlnh 
46/OO/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D  Avenue,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  Florida  323578-3866 

HE:  Raquwt  for  DEIS  and  DSEIS  for  Flight  Teittag  of  Theater  MU»Ue  Defenie  (TMD) 
Systems 

DearMs.Ninh: 

On  behalf  of  ANR  Pipeline  Company  (ANR),  1  would  like  to  request  a  copy  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  Draft  Supplement  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

(DSEIS). 

Please  send  the  information  to  ray  attention  at  the  following  address: 

Frank  Canncto 
ANR  Pipeline  Company 
500  Renaissance,  RC612 
Detroit,  Michigan  48243-1902 

Thank  you  and  I  look  forward  to  receiving  this  information. 


Sincerely, 

Frank  Cannoto 
Environmental  Affairs 


AMR  Pfptll**  Ctapmry 

t  nmmtr  of  it*  axim.  cwowrx* 
uo  iem4*'"Cf  am*  •Banal 


P-W-0036 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


Drew  Richard  son 

Senior  Vic  a  President, 

Training,  Education  and  Memberships 


11  March  1998 


Thomas  J.  Kennedy,  Major 
USAF 

Director  of  Teat,  Theater  Missile  Defense 
46  QG/OGM 

205  West  Avenue,  Suite  241 
Eglin,  AFB  FL  32542-6868 

Dear  Major  Kennedy: 

On  behalf  of  the  Florida  based  recreational  diving  community  of  dive  centers  and 
Instructor  members  of  the  Professional  Association  of  Diving  Instructors,  I  wish  to 
cxpre«9  our  official  opposition  to  the  proposed  Hera  Claas  ballistic  missile  launch  sites 
on  Saddlebunch  end  Cudjoo  Keya,  which  aro  on  the  edge  of  the  Great  White  Heron 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  pose  a  negative  environmental  Impact  to  the  area. 

We  request  that  the  project  be  re-examined  in  this  context  for  an  alternate  solution. 

Drew  Richardson 
Sr.  Vice  President 
PADI  Worldwide  Corporation 

DR:pt 

cc:  The  Honorable  Lawton  Chile*,  Governor,  State  of  Florida 
Representative  Peter  Deutsch 
Representative  Debbie  Horan 
Senator  Daryl  Jones 
Senator  Connie  Mack 
Senator  Bob  Graham 
Lt.  General  Leeter  Lyles 

Ma.  Janet  Tucker,  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Office  of  Public  Affairs 
Bob  Harris,  Esq. 

Vickie  Weeks 


PADI  WORLDWIDE  C0RP.  itti  cut  Or*  *  $*«a  Am.  ca  szro-saos  u.sa  •  boo  mm*  •  7u.M0.72w .  mwo .am 

WorWnW*  Omea*  AhtUjJa,  C an*u,  tunpt,  JcpiA,  taw  2**l*nd,  Homy,  Shgtpoia,  Sweden,  UaAkI  Kingdom,  urttf  5Ule> 


pw036 


P-W-OQ37 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


02 
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Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


P-W-0039 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0040 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS) 

Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  yon  for  attending  this  meeting.  Plettae  use  this  aha*  to  vmU :  down  comment*  tot  yon 
hoarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comment*  must  be  received  by  Mr.  Ninh  by  Apnl  3. 1998  to 
ensure  they  arc  considered  in  the  Final  SETS. 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB/FL  32542*6866 


'  Printed  on  rtcytkd  pipe 


T 


Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  thia  meeting,  Plena  me  tbit  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  tho  SEIS.  Your  comments  muat  bo  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3, 1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 


/73,,- 


Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

i 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

46  OQ/OGM-TMD 

205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 

Eglin  AFB.FL  X2S42-6S66 

*0  rrintad  on  recytW  paper 

March  1998 

Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


P-W-0041 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


COUNTY:  Stela 

DATE: 

02/23/98 

CCeMKTA  001-2  VKS: 

02/26/81 

CLVJU04CB  DUE  DAT*: 

0S/S0/98 

*AI*: 

FL8S1224M49CR 

BTATB  AOtHOlTB 

WATM  VWWAOBHSrr  p«tRtcrs  OPS  POOCY  LTNtrs 

Attrftodd* 

C9NM  Pi+t «**>  wiwWt*f«y  t^UaVcxi  mfl  la  aaae^ortxW 

mar*  al  rtwt  ftfloxrii®: 

f  *0tm  AukUnn  to  »uta  Of  uaai  aavomraer*  (1|  CM  WO,  fiafepart  Fy 

—  *j*«em»r«r»<|jN«l»*r«Ofc»t#0»a<4na'aUoc»8fihtKiK«v- 

x  Direct  litoral  AeOvtfy  (l <  CM  9)6.  8ufc**rt  Q).  r*fltr*t  A?*n«W.  are 
K«u»otefvimMhaMnai*tancy  (MwrninatM-i  tor  tfw  Sutrt 
<M«KMT«noa  O''  ofc#*m»o.i. 

OuWt  OorUnanM  »)**«  **j»tor«fcofl,  DwHapawM  V  Prvtwtvm 

—  AMhWm(1l6nt»M,«ubM(m  OparaaartarawqulnKiwpwlOaa 

toniMancy  certlfltatton  tor  sMa  cOirtAmwtaaAol^cttofi 
Fed*f«i  Uoonalinj  or  ParniKtfns  Aothtty  (11  CM  IXJ.  Ivbfmci  C*.  Such 
*■“*  projarta  wO  aoljf  ba  avaluatad  f«  wtwklaneif  «4v*n  8t*»  1*  n«  an 
»r\»teflo«a  atita  UoanM  or  pamtt 


ProjfCt  D«*criptw>n: 

~~  Dapartmanl  of  Oateni*  •  THtMOr  lrt***»  Oetonca 
(TWO)  extorted  Ta*l  Rr|a  Draft  Sufptofmfttal 
EiWTcnraantol  l^pad  fttatomant  (D6jGl  *»  Eo>*» 
<M  *»t<  Ring*  and  Not**  of  AvaftioWy  tor  ir* 
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f  South  Florida  Water  Management  District 


3301  Cun  Club  Road,  Wejt  Palm  Beach,  Florida  33406  •  (j6, 
TDD  (561 

GOV  04-12  RF:  98303 


March  27, 1998 


Ms.  Cherie  Trainor 
Florida  State  Clearinghouse 
Department  of  Community  Affairs 
2555  Shumard  Oak  Boulevard 
Tallahassee,  FL  32399-2100 

Subject:  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  (SAJ  #9612240949CR) 

Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Ms.  Trainor. 

In  response  to  your  request.  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  (SFWMD)  staff  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the  above- 
referenced  proposal  for  consistency  with  the  Florida  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 
(FCMP). 

Projects  reviewed  by  the  SFWMD  pursuant  to  the  FCMP  are  reviewed  for  consistency  with 
the  provisions  of  Chapter  373,  F.S.  (Florida  Water  Resources  Act  of  1972,  as  amended), 
as  well  as  the  programs  and  regulations  developed  thereunder.  Chapter  373,  F.S. 
provides  the  authority  to  regulate  the  withdrawal,  diversion,  storage,  and  consumptive 
uses  of  water,  the  construction  and  operation  of  stormwater  management  systems,  and 
work  in,  on,  or  over  surface  waters  or  wetlands.  Chapter  373,  F.S.  also  provides  authority 
to  acquire  and  manage  land,  to  conduct  research  and  investigations  into  all  aspects  erf 
water  resource  management,  and  to  disseminate  information  relating  to  the  water 
resources  of  the  state  to  public  and  private  users.  While  overall  responsibility  for 
administration  of  most  of  this  act  rests  with  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  (FDEP).  most  of  the  implementation  is  delegated  to  the  five  water 
management  districts. 

Among  the  alternatives  addressed  in  the  DSEIS  are  target  launch  and  support  activities  in 
the  Florida  Keys  (Cudjoe  Key  or  Saddlebunch  Key).  These  are  the  only  activities 
proposed  within  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of  the  SFWMD. 

Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  mandatory  enforceable  provisions  and  recommended  policies 
of  the  core  FCMP  statutes  and  implementing  rules  administered  by  the  SFWMD,  the 
proposed  target  launch  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  are  inconsistent  with  the  achievement  of 
the  SFWMD's  projects,  programs,  and  objectives. 


Gwminr  Bfirl 
F  rank  WiUumton,  Jr..  Chairman 
Eugene  K.  Petri*.  Vice  Chairman 
Mitchell  W.  Berger 
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Vera  M.  Carter 
William  E.  Graham 
William  Hammond 


Richard  A.  Machek 
Michael  D.  Minton 
Miriam  Singer 


Samuel  E.  Poole  III,  Executive  Director 
Michael  Slayton,  Deputy  Executive  Director 


Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Bax  24680,  War  Palm  Bach.  FL  3X16-4680 
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The  above  determination  is  based  on  the  following: 

(1)  The  proposed  target  launch  facilities  in  the  Florida  Keys  will  require  an 
Environmental  Resource  Permit  (ERP).  The  requirement  for  an  ERP  is  not  listed 
in  Appendix  N  (Potential  Permits)  of  the  DSEIS.  Please  be  advised  that, 
although-  SFWMD  staff  has  had  some  discussions  with  FDEP  staff  regarding 
permitting  responsibility  for  this  project,  a  final  decision  has  not  been  made  as  to 
whether  the  FDEP  or  SFWMD  will  be  responsible  for  the  review  of  this  project. 

(2)  According  to  the  DSEIS,  use  of  the  Saddlebunch  Key  site  will  result  in 
disturbance  to  unaltered  uplands  (1.79  acres)  and  wetlands  (2.2  acres)  while  use 
of  the  Cudjoe  Key  site  will  not  disturb  any  previously  unaltered  upland  or  wetland 
areas.  Section  373.14,  F.S.  requires  the  avoidance  and  minimization  of  wetland 
impacts.  Once  the  applicant  has  demonstrated  that  impacts  to  wetlands  have 
been  avoided  or  minimized  to  the  extent  practicable,  any  remaining  wetland 
losses  must  be  mitigated.  The  DSEIS  does  not  address  avoidance  and 
minimization  of  wetland  impacts  for  the  Saddlebunch  Key  site  as  required  under 
Chapter  373.414,  F.S.  Although  the  DSEIS  states  that  “specific  mitigation 
measures  will  be  developed  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  agencies,'  no 
details  regarding  the  proposed  mitigation  activities  are  provided. 

(3)  Although  the  DSEIS  addresses  direct  impacts  to  both  sites,  the  potential  for 
secondary  or  cumulative  impacts  at  either  location  are  not  addressed,  as 
required  under  Chapter  373.414,  F.S. 

(4)  The  wetland  boundaries  and  acreages  existing  on  the  proposed  target  launch 
sites  have  not  been  field  verified  by  SFWMD  environmental  staff.  Consequently, 
the  applicant-estimated  wetland  boundaries  and  acreages  may  vary  significantly 
from  the  actual  acreages  based  on  the  Statewide  Wetland  Delineation  Rule 
(Chapter  62-340,  F.A.C.).  If  the  applicant-estimated  wetland  acreage  is 
significantly  lower  than  actual  on-site  acreages,  additional  on  or  off-site  mitigation 
may  be  necessary  to  meet  the  SFWMD's  minimum  mitigation  requirements.  The 
DSEIS  does  not  provide  any  details  regarding  proposed  on  or  off-site  wetland 
mitigation  activities. 

(5)  The  DSEIS  indicates  that  an  increase  in  water  acidity  will  result  from  missile 
launching  at  these  sites.  Please  be  advised  that  the  surrounding  water  bodies 
are  classified  as  an  Outstanding  Florida  Water  (OFW)  and  an  Aquatic  Preserve. 
Consequently,  any  increase  In  acidity  of  surrounding  water  bodies  would  not  be 
in  compliance  with  State  Water  Quality  Standards,  as  set  forth  in  Chapter  62- 
302,  F.A.C. 
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(6)  Most  of  the  target  launch  and  support  activities  proposed  in  the  Keys  are  within 
the  boundanes  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  SFWMD  staff  has 
concerns  regarding  implementation  of  the  proposed  activities  within  the 
boundaries  of  a  wildlife  refuge.  This  area  is  designated  as  critical  habitat  tor  the 
silver  rice  rat  and  also  supports  numerous  other  listed  species.  The  proposed 
activities  are  projected  to  impact  foraging  habitat  for  numerous  species  and  have 
the  potential  to  displace  nesting  areas.  Prior  to  project  implementation,  the 
applicant  must  demonstrate  minimization  of  any  potential  adverse  impacts,  as 
required  under  Chapter  373.414,  F.S.  After  the  applicant  has  demonstrated 
minimization  of  any  potential  adverse  impacts,  a  mitigation  plan  must  be 
submitted  which  offsets  potential  impacts  related  to  the  proposed  project.  The 
DSEIS  (Page  3-403)  indicates  that  a  mitigation  plan  will  be  developed  in 
coordination  with  several  agencies.  However,  the  SFWMD  is  not  included.  The 
SFWMD  should  be  included  in  any  coordinated  effort  to  develop  a  plan  to  offset 
any  potential  adverse  impacts  (not  just  listed  species)  incurred  as  a  result  of 
project  implementation. 

(7)  The  DSEIS  indicates  that  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  may  be  spilled 
on  the  ground  during  the  proposed  target  launch  activities.  Staff  has  concerns 
related  to  the  potential  for  this  material  to  enter  the  groundwater  and  contaminate 
wetlands  or  other  surface  waters  due  to  the  high  transmissivity  of  the  soils  in  the 
Keys.  Please  be  advised  that  containment  of  this  material  may  be  recommended 
if  target  launch  activities  are  implemented  in  the  Keys.  Prior  to  any  missile 
launching,  additional  information  regarding  the  toxicity  of  this  material  and  a 
demonstration  of  material  containment  will  be  required 

(8)  The  breakdown  products  of  the  exhaust  gases  could  potentially  form  harmful 
acids.  These  acids  could  adversely  impact  the  surrounding  area  by  altering 
surrounding  vegetation,  the  vegetative  community  structure,  and  acidifying 
surrounding  waters.  Please  be  advised  that  the  extent  of  the  potential  Impacts 
will  require  quantification  and  measures  to  mitigate  for  these  impacts  prior  to 
project  implementation. 

(9)  The  DSEIS  indicates  that  runoff  will  be  allowed  to  sbeetflow  from  impervious 
areas  to  adjacent  waters  (i.e.,  no  stormwater  management  facilities  are  proposed 
for  these  sites).  Please  be  advised  that  a  stormwater  management  plan  will  be 
required  prior  to  construction  activities  at  either  of  these  sites  as  part  of  the  ERP 
application  review  process. 

The  above  comments  only  address  concerns  related  to  activities  proposed  within  the 

jurisdictional  boundaries  of  the  SFWMD.  Staff  considers  activities  proposed  outside  of 
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SFWMD  boundaries  as  a  potential  secondary  impact.  These  activities  will  require 
thorough  evaluation  during  the  ERP  application  review  process. 

Please  note  that  staff  plans  to  present  this  inconsistency  finding  to  our  Governing  Board  at 
their  next  regularly-scheduled  meeting  (April  16,  1998)  for  their  concurrence  with  this 
finding.  Staff  will  advise  you  regarding  the  Governing  Board's  action  on  this  item. 

The  SFWMD's  inconsistency  finding  is  based  exclusively  upon  the  information  contained 
in  the  DSEIS.  It  is  without  prejudice  towards  full  consideration  of  a  modified  proposal 
which  addresses  the  potential  for  adverse  impacts  outlined  in  this  letter. 

SFWMD  staff  are  available  to  meet  with  the  applicant  to  further  discuss  the  issues  and 
concerns  raised  in  this  letter.  If  the  applicant  plans  to  proceed  with  either  of  the  alternative 
target  launch  sites  in  the  Keys,  the  applicant  should  coordinate  any  such  efforts  with  our 
staff  (and/or  the  appropriate  staff  from  FDEP)  prior  to  finalization  of  the  SEIS  or  submittal 
of  any  permit  applications. 

If  any  of  the  above  requires  additional  clarification  or  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  Jim  Golden,  Senior  Planner  in  the  Regulation 
Department,  at  (561)  687-6862. 

Sincerely, 


_Samuel  E.  Poole  III 
Executive  Director 

South  Florida  Water  Management  District 


c:  Jim  Golden 


Mailing  Address 
Administrative  Office 
PO  Box  500368 
Marathon.  FI.  33050 


National  Florida 
Marine 
Sanctuary 
Program 


Shipping  Address 
5550  Overseas  Hwy.  -  Main  House 
Marathon.  FL  33050 


Pursuant  to  letters  from  tester  Lyles  to  Congressman  Pater  Dwutsch  dated  November 
24, 1997  and  Thomas  Johnson  to  Virginia  Wetherall  dated  December  23, 1997,  we 
understand  that  the  Keys  are  no  longer  in  the  proposed  action  and  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  Keys  will  he  approved  in  the  final  decision  unless  operational  and  testing 
requirements  change.  June  Cradick  of  mv  staff  recently  spoke  to  Lt.  Col.  Lehner  of  your 
office  concerning  this  matter.  Lt.  Col  Lehner  stated  the  Keys  are  no  longer  an  active 
option.  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  reaffirm  our  commitment  to  protecting  the 
marine  resources  of  the  Florida  Keys  and  again  request  the  missile  testing  initiative  be 
located  elsewhere.  Aa  this  proposal  Is  In  draft  form,  I  will  further  identify  areas  of 
concerns  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  BIS  for  this  project. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  issue*  that  come  in  direct  conflict  with  existing  Florida  Keys 
National  Marine  Sanctuary  (FKNM5)  regulations.  The  relevant  section  of  our 
regulations  Is  deed  for  each  issue. 

Issue  Disruption  of  wilderness  character  in  the  Florida  Keys 
The  Supplemental  E1S  states; 

"Virtually  all  of  the  unoccupied  vegetated  area  surrounding  the 
proposed  sites  on  Cudjoe,  Saddlehunch,  Sugarloaf,  and  Boca  Chica 
Keys  are  jurisdictional  wetlands  regulated  under  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  Furthermore,  mangroves  are  protected  by  state  law." 
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U  was  also  noted  that  Federal  and  State  threatened  spedes  have  teen  reported  on 
Cudjoe,  Boca  Chka  and  Sugarloaf  Keys.  Further,  Cudjoe  Key  surrounding  the  aerostat 
facility  has  been  designated  as  critical  habitat  under  Endangered  Species  Act  (BSA)  50 
CFR  17.95. 

Within  the  Definitions  section  of  the  FKNMS  regulations  at  15  CFR  §922.142: 

"(a)  The  following  definitions  apply  to  the  Florida  Keys  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  regulations.  To  the  eirtent  that  a  definition 
appears  In  §922.3  arta  this  section,  the  definition  in  this  section 
governs." 

"Act"  means  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and 
Protection  Act,  as  amended,  (FKNMSPA)  (Pub.  L.  101-605),  and  the 
National  Marine  Sanctuaries  Act  (NMSA),  also  Known  as  Title  HI 
of  th#  Marine  Protection.  Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act,  as 
amended,  (MPRSA)  (16  U.S.C.  1431  et  seq.). 

Adverse  effect  means  any  factor,  force,  or  action  that  independently 
or  cumulatively  damages,  diminishes,  degrades,  impairs,  destroys, 
or  otherwise  harms  any  Sanctuary  resource,  as  defined  in  section 
302  (6)  of  the  NMSA  (16  U.S.C.  1432  (8))  and  in  this  section,  or  sny 
of  the  qualities,  values,  or  purposes  for  which  th*  Sanctuary  is 
designated." 

By  definition,  the  FKNMS  is  mandated  to  protect  the  Keys  resources  from  any  adverse 
effect  by  regulating  activities  affecting  then:..  This  was  in  order  to  protect,  preserve  and 
manage  and  thereby  ensure  the  health,  integrity  and  continued  availability  of  the 
conservation,  ecological  recreational  research,  education,  historical  and  aesthetic 
resources  and  qualities  of  these  areas. 

Issue  #2:  Toxic  emission*  from  solid  fuel  rockets  that  may  anter  die  marine 
environment  and  injure  marine  resource*;  Damage  to  mangroves  and  vegetation  due 
to  launch  activities;  Negative  effects  to  the  natural  resource*  due  to  launching  and 
launch  accidents. 

Section  4  of  the  Supplemental  E1S  states: 

1)  that  the  greatest  concentrations  of  exhaust  products  would  be  released  near  the 
ground  and  with  ies*  exhaust  being  released  in  any  specific  area  as  the  missile 
increases  its  speed; 

2)  the  effect  of  12  launchas  par  year  may  permanently  remove  or  degrade  vegetation 
close  to  the  launch  pad; 

3)  cumuladv*  Impacts,  over  the  10-yeac  period  the  launch  activities  could  result  in  an 
overall  Joss  of  plant  Species  diversity  and  total  vegetation  cover,  and  thia  loaa  could 
be  due  to  the  deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride; 
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4)  if  an  accident  occurs  on  the  launch  pad,  ths  explosion  and  resultant  fire  could  harm 
Federally  or  state  listed  species  of  nesting  or  wintering  wading  birds  and  shorebirds 
or  their  habitat; 

5)  impacts  from  launch-related  activities  could  result  in  changes  in  water  chemistry 
due  io  deposition  of  launch  emissions,  chemicals  end  missile  debris. 

Section  of  15  CFR  §922.163  -  Prohibited  actirihex-Sanctyin-ry-wide  states; 

(3)  Alteration  of,  or  construction  on,  die  seabed.  Drilling  into, 
dredging,  ox  otherwise  altering  the  seabed  of  the  Sanctuary,  or 
engaging  in  prop-dredging;  or  constructing,  placing  or  abandoning 
any  structure,  material,  or  other  matter  cm  the  seabed  of  the 
Suicfuaty .... 

(4)  Discharge  or  deposit  of  materials  or  other  matter,  (i)  Discharging 
or  depositing,  from  within  the  boundary  of  the  Sanctuary,  any 
material  or  other  matter,  except;  (A)  Fish,  fish  parts,  chumming 
materials,  or  bait  used  or  produced  incidental  to  and  while 
conducting  a  traditional  fishing  activity  in  the  Sanctuary;  (B) 

Biodegradable  effluent  incidental  to  vessel  use  and  generated  by  a 
marine  sanitation  device  approved  in  accordance  with  section  312 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (FWPCA), 

33  U.S.C.  1322  et  seq.; 

(11)  PosaeMior.  or  use  of  explosive*  or  electrical  charges-  Possessing, 
or  using  explosives,  except  powerheads,  or  releasing  electrical 
charges  within  the  Sanctuary. 

Issue  #3:  Disturbance  of  marine  waterfowl  through  Interference  with  nesting,  feeding 
and  breeding  behaviors  In  the  sensitive  berkcountry  environment. 

There  are  threatened  and  endangered  spedes  of  birds;  such  as  bald  eagles,  whjte- 
crowned  pigeons,  and  peregrin*  falcons,  within  the  areas  of  evaluation  and  within  a 
Wildlife  Management  Area.  Any  impacts  to  the  habitats  or  disturbances  to  the  marina 
waterfowl  should  be  done  with  consideration  of  the  rules  under  the  National  Wildlife 
Rafuge  System  (16  U.S.C) 

Within  the  Supplemental  E IS,  Section  -12.3.1.3,  it  was  stated  there  would  be  a  slight 
chance  of  direct  mortality  of  protected  bird  spedes.  Within  16  U.S.C.  under  (c) 
Prohibited  and  permitted  activities,  It  States: 

"it  shall  be  unlawful  at  any  time,  by  any  means  ot  in  any  manner, 
to  pursue,  hunt,  take,  capture,  kill,  attempt  to  take,  capture,  or  kill 
possess. ,  „  any  migratory  birds,  any  p art  nest,  or  eggs  of  anv  such 
blid-.." 
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“No  person  shall  knowingly  disturb,  injure,  cut,  bum,  remove, 
destroy,  or  possess  any  ml  or  personal  property  of  the  United 
States,  including  natural  growth,  in  any  area  o i  the  System;' 

issue  #it  Negative  Impacts  os  matins  resources  from  secondary  vassal  activity 
associated  with  die  rocket  facility. 

1)  increased  activity  at  the  site  may  result  in  the  disturbance  of  the  wildlife; 

2)  use  of  aircraft  and  patrol  vessels  could  increase  the  chance  of  Striking  protected 
species; 

3)  increased  vessel  activity  to  support  the  upland  facility  could  be  of  concern  due  to  the 
shallow  surrounding  waters.  Improper  vessel  activity  within  these  areas  could 
remit  in  prop  dredging,  scarring  and  vessel  groundings, 

Section  of  15  CFK  §922.163  Prohibited  activities  -  Sanctuary- wide  state* 

(5)  Operation  of  vessels,  (1)  Operating  a  vessel  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  strike  or  otherwise  Injure  coral,  seagrass,  or  any  other  immobile 
organism  attached  to  the  seabed,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
operating  a  vessel  In  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  prop-scarring. 

(iv)  Operating  a  vessel  in  such  a  manner  as  to  injure  or  take 
wading,  roosting,  or  nesting  birds  or  marine  mammals,  (vj 
Operating  a  vessel  in  a  manner  which  endangers  life,  limb  marine 
resources,  or  property. 

Although  military  activities  within  the  Sanctuary  are  allowed  and  may  b»  exempted 
from  FKNMS  provisions  pending  consultation  with  the  Superintendent  of  the 
FKNMS,  new  military  activities  mould  be  modified  so  that  they  are  not  likely  to 
destroy,  or  significantly  injure  Sanctuary  resources.  If  *n  activity  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  is  determined  to  have  caused  resource  damage,  they  are 
responsible  for  taking  appropriate  actions  to  cease,  respond  or  mitigate  tire  harm  and 
restore  or  repair  the  damage. 

If  you  would  like  to  discuss  these  comments,  or  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me  at  (305)  743.2437. 


Sincerely, 

lift  Ul^  33  - 

Billy  D.  Causey 
Sanctuary  Superintendent 
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Rich;*  AnneMarple 

1106  Vi*  Dc  Luo*  Drive 

Pensacola  Beadl,  Florid*  32501-2266 


Mi.  Linda  >Tmb 
<6  OC/OGM-TMD 
205  We*t  D  Avtooe,  Suite  241 
Eglin  APB,  Florid*  12571-6*66 

March  27, 199* 


Dwj  Ml  Nndr 

Thank,  you  for  the  opportunity  to  ntviaw  end  comment  on  the  dntl  Ill  Bite*  Mmlg 

Csas  EaaadaLlw  Ring*  autpieBgntalEflrirftnmCTral  Iflawa  Sta‘,asiaiLE»iifl  QuKTwt 

H*nM  Vnliima  I  .nd  2  dited  6  February  1998  (herein  re&rrod  to  u  the  doeumato).  My 
comroentj  are  filed  >■  a  tendon  of  Suit*  Ron  bland  and  relate  only  to  natioenu  of  Ian  made  ui 
reference  to  Santa  Rum  Islsjid 

Cnaanaat  l/Ref.  Cevar  Sheae,  ES-* 

The  Naional  Eitvirotmauta:  Polios'  Act  (NEP  A)  [equire*  dm  all  aspects  of  a  proposed 
action  he  evaluated  Referencei  to  the  participation  of  the  L  S.  Navy  art  given  in  the 
presentation  offers  in  tha  document,  but  the  impact  evaluation  portion  of  (he  document  docs  not 
include  analyse  of  the  actiorj  whict  would  be  required  for  the  Navy  to  participate  B  would  be 
spprspri'.t  ta  tuSwc  shniesit  ih  rtferer-M*  X>  the  pamajerdoii  o/lfne'U.b.'riavy  X££fQ  Aiip- 
ii'mch  effort,  or  Silly  include  such  an  effort  in  the  evaluation. 

CaenouBt  2/Ovtrvinv,  pr*r  E8-3 

Tbia  section  giver  ■  im/t  to  the  ovcrill  project  u  propoaed.  The  limit  ia  a  10-year  period 
ofoperatkm  The  auoenadiog  sections  of  the  DSE15  use  a  singular  evaluation,  not  an  imp  aa 
evaluation  time*  10.  Ead)  section  should  bo  ttv evaluated  to  include  the  required  cunxilauue 
impact  of  the  proposed  action;  that  ia,  the  number  of  teat  events  per  yeas  times  a  1 0-year  period  of 
operation. 

Comment  JrSeeriets  2-1,  page  2-1 

The  document  states, ".  a  Sight  test  oi  lent  event  means  either  a  target  misaile  tight:  an 
tnteroeptor  misiila  Sight,  or  an  intetoep!  of  a  target  mi  idle.”  The  document  repeatedly  refers  to 
2«  target  inrushes  and  up  to  4%  interceptor  lumcbai  per  year.  This  would  maan  according  to  the 
document  definition  there  could  be  24  taigeti  intercepted  by  24  interceptors  with  a  balance  of  24 
interceptors,  this  mutilates  to  a  possible  41  evsnti  per  year  not  24  The  entire  evaluation  portion 
of  the  document  refers  to  24  eveotl  per  year.  The  document  needs  to  be  continent. 

Comment  4/SecUua  2-3,  page  2-73 

The  list  of  considerations  for  relection  of  a  land  launch  sit  a  ioohtde 

o  Sire  must  run  Impact  major  highway  or  waterway  tesfefo 
In  roost  cates  the  Launch  Haaard  Area  <LHA)  will  always  include  the  Gulf  TmneonMl  Waterway 
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Richie  M*rpl<^|pr  Page  2  of  4 

af„t.  dependent  on  tha  predictive  model  for  the  I .i LA,  may  include  Highway  9*  when  discussing 
the  Santa  Rosa  Island  She  A-15.  If,  for  the  purposes  of  this  comment  we  ttmit  the  number  of 

events  to  24  per  year,  these  two  msjartiafiK  ways  win  be  dosed  one  hour  prior  to  the  launch  and 

posribty  up  to  4  houn  for  the  evert  24  times  per  year  for  in  overall  period  of  10  years.  Such  a 
closure  will  definitely  have  an  undealrible  impart.  These  two  traffic  ways  are  main  east-west 
transport  sti  on  arteries. 

Comment  SI  General 

Is  SUe  A-15  within  Okaloosa  County  as  stated,  or  Is  k  In  Santa  Rosa  County? 

Cemment  6t  Section  3. 1-1.1, 3.1. 1.4.1 

Satellite  sites  separated  from  the  main  facility  by  five  miles  or  greater  nr  by  a  mqjor 
highway  require  a  separate  PSD  permit  review.  Highway  98  sepsrates  Site  A-15  from  EgBn 
proper  The  review  daanninei  if  NAAQS  have  been  exceeded.  In  the  case  ofEghn  Site  A-15 
auche  review  should  produce  e  PSD  Exemption  for  Site  A- 15.  Tbit  section  makes  no  reference 
to  compliance  to  this  requirement  of  the  Clean  Air  Art. 

Cons  meat  7/5ectioa  3.1.2. 4.1,  pages  3-31, 3-33 

rwyw  ■gw,,  tiwintitTewf  reference  is  made  to  the  launch  event  window.  LfthaLHAis 

cleared  one  hour  prior  to  the  event,  and  the  event  window  ksdf  is  4  hours,  the  total  for  the  event 

ia  5  not  4  hours.  If  there  are  only  24  event*,  which  Is  another  point  of  inconsistency  within  the 
document,  then  the  tnardnaan  sir  spice  scheduling  is  120  hours  not  96.  If  there  are  actually  48 
possible  everts,  the  schedule  is  240  hours  per  year. 

Continent  (/Section  3.1  JJ.1,  page  3-38 

The  statement  is  made,  “.  .Santa  Rona  Island  U  not  open  to  the  public.”  Perhaps  the  author 
meant  that  the  federal  property  at  Site  A-15  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  is  dosed  to  the  public  Sam* 
Row  Island  is  a  public  recreation  island. 

Cwament  9/Sectten  3.1.11  • 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  Navarre  Bridge  which  must  be  crossed  m  order  to  access  Site 
A-15  by  road.  Can  the  bridge  tolerate  thn  weight  of  the  transport  vehidre  required  for  this 

project?  Does  the  height  and/or  width  ofthetollbooth  provide  acceas  for  the  required  transport 

vehicles?  If  the  Navarre  Bridge  is  restrictive,  the  only  other  road  access  is  through  the  Pensacola 
Beach  Bridga  and  its  tollbooth  If  this  became  the  case,  the  increased  traffic  load  through  the 
recreation,  business,  and  residential  sections  of  Pensacola  Beach  has  not  beet  analyzed. 

Comment  10/Section  3.1.12 

Historically,  water  supplies  for  the  purpose  of  fighting  fires  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  have 
been  less  than  dependable  Provision*  for  this  eventuality  shculd  be  included  in  the  evaluation. 

Comment  11/Sectkm  3.2.10.3 

The  displacement  of  commercially  important  fisheries  caused  by  increased  activity,  debria. 


P-W-0045 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


05 


06 


07 


08 


09 


10 

11 


pw045 


5-59 


Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


P-W-0045 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0045 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 
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ionic  booms,  etc  should  be  included  in  the  analysis.  Mitigation,  or  compensation,  may  be 
required  of  foe  federal  agency  causing  foe  impact  when  s  particular  flstsi^xcne  is  impacted. 
Reviewers  may  want  to  conaidef  die  caac  law  applicable  to  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 
(Department  of  Energy)  and  the  Shrimpfishernten’s  Association  of  Texas.  Since  the  TMD  project 
depends  an  the  same  weather  windows  which  provide  openings  for  commercial  fishermen,  there  is 
potential  for  decreased  revenues  to  commercial  and  recreational  fiaharmen  within  Zone  9.  The 
evaluation  in  this  section,  page  3-323,  should  be  reconsidered  based  on  the  accurate  presentation 
of  clearance  times  of  5  hours,  not  4,  end  cut  the  accurate  number  of  teat  events  over  a  10  year 
period. 

Comment  12/Sectlon  1,2.11,2 

Shipping  considerations  completely  disregarded  the  Port  of  Pensacola  and  the  effect  of  the 
project  on  the  Port.  To  disregard  the  Port  of  Pensacola  is  the  equivalent  of  disregarding  Hurfbun 
Field  as  part  of  the  USAF  because  h  falls  in  the  lower  percentile  by  landmaas  of  all  USAF 
facilities.  Because  a  Port  is  not  in  the  top  ten  does  not  mean  it  is  not  adjeoeat  to  the  project  and 
the  interruption  of  shipping  to  this  Port  is  not  directly  affected.  It  is  suggested  this  Port  be 
evaluated  when  considering  A- 15  as  the  location  Sinoe  commercial  shipping  costs  include  fud 
and  daily  charter-hire  rates,  avoidance  proccduree  do  provide  increased  economic  effects  to 
commercial  shipping;  propet  analyses  of  these  effects  sbwrld  be  considered  In  theDSElS. 

Comment  13/Appeadix  I,  Section  3.2,  page  1-7 

Statements  of  time  for  roadblocks  are  not  consistent  with  other  statements  in  the 
document  relative  to  clearance  of  the  LHA.  According  to  other  statement!  within  the  document 
the  very  minimum  a  roadblock  would  be  active  is  2  hours;  the  maximum  activation  could  be  5 

hours. 

Comment  14/Appandlx  J,  Settle  ns  2.12, 2.16, 4J 

Local  lire  departments  are  volunteer  in  nature  with  perhapa  an  additional  complement  of 
one  or  two  experienced  profeaaionala,  The  extent  of  hazardous  material  training  usually  extends 
only  to  level  l  (Awareness).  This  minimal  turning  is  cm  sufficient  to  aBow  foauaaof  foeee 
departments  in  response  to  possible  hazardous  events  associated  whif  thil  project.  However, 
because  of  the  outstanding  environmental  program  maintained  by  the  USAF  it  would  seem 
appropriate  for  the  USAF  to  offer  onsite  HAZWOPER  training  to  the  members  of  the  fire 
departments  which  may  be  called  upon  through  mutual  aid  agreements 

Summation: 

In  principle,  I  do  not  disagree  with  the  mission  of  this  project;  but,  I  believe  a  consist*!* 
evaluation  has  not  been  provided  throughout  the  document;  therefore,  the  choice  of  aheraat(V*t 
may  be  defective.  It  would  seem  the  “piatfosm"  alternative  may  provide  the  least  amoiH*  of 
impact  to  local  transportation,  the  least  amount  of  threat  of  fire  due  to  a  mishap,  and  the  letat 
amount  of  impact  to  local  emergency  services  ( a  minimally  staffed  Florida  Marine  Patrol, 
volunteer  foe  departments,  and  the  Sheriff’s  Department).  Additionally,  moat  Florida  counti*a 
support  their  fire  and  sheriff)  departments  through  t  Municipal  Service*  Benefit  Unit  (MSBU) 


11(cont) 


Richie  Marptc 
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assessment  to  residents  and  businesses  baaed,  in  part,  on  hours  of  readiness  time.  This  project 
may  increase  the  assessment  ratal  to  the  public  unless  the  documaot  it  changed  to  reflect 
otherwise. 

My  ben  wishes  for  a  suooessfol  and  safe  project. 


RioMe  Anne  Marple 
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Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  this  mooting.  Please  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Ms.  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Final  SEIS. 
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Please  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/QQM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB.FL  32542-6866 
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LaVVTON  Chiles 
GOVERNOR 


STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


(Suffice  of  tire  (dniiernor 

THE  CAFITQL 

TALLAHASSEE.  FLORIDA  32399-OOOt 


March  31 ,  1998 


Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D  Avenue,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  Florida  32578-6866 

Dear  Ms.  Ninh’. 


The  Governor’s  Environmental  Policy,  Community  and  Economic  Development  Unit 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Department  of  Defense  -  Ballistic 
Missile  Defense  Organization’s  (BMDO)  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (DSEIS). 

The  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  (AFDTC)  located  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  is 
managing  the  DSEIS  with  the  environmental  documentation  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Space 
and  Missile  Defense  Command  (USASMDC)  in  Huntsville,  Alabama.  The  Eglin  AFB  staff  and 
the  USASMDC  have  provided  opportunities  for  public  review  and  input  on  the  proposed  Eglin 
Gulf  Test  Range  proposal,  including  state,  federal  and  local  briefings,  public  scoping  meetings, 
and  other  presentations  at  locations  in  the  Florida  Keys,  as  well  as  northwest  Florida. 

The  Florida  Keys  has  been  designated  by  the  Florida  Legislature  as  an  “area  of  critical  state 
concern”  and  is  one  of  the  most  environmentally  sensitive  areas  in  the  state.  The  state  has 
worked,  in  concert  with  local  governments  and  federal  agencies,  to  foster  environmental 
programs  to  protect  this  “one  of  a  kind”  area  in  Florida. 

In  a  letter  dated  November  24, 1997,  Lieutenant  General  Lester  Lyles  notified  the  state  that  the 
Keys  alternative  was  no  longer  being  considered  for  missile  testing.  We  support  the  decision  by 
the  BMDO  to  seek  alternative  locations  to  test  the  mid-range  missiles/interceptor  capabilities. 
Further,  we  understand  that  if  the  national  security  is  threatened,  the  BMDO  may  reconsider 
missile  testing  in  the  Keys.  We  request  to  be  kept  apprised  on  this  matter  and,  if  another 
alternative  should  come  under  consideration  in  the  fiiture,  the  state  would  need  to  review  the 
environmental  documentation  regarding  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Site. 

We  encourage  the  BMDO  to  consider  comments  from  the  state's  reviewing  agencies  concerning 
permitting  requirements,  water  quality  issues  regarding  Santa  Rosa  Sound  and  St.  Joe  Bay,  and 
wetland  impacts.  The  Department  of  State’s  Division  of  State  Historical  Preservation  Office 
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Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
March  31,  1998 
Page  Two 


(SHPO)  has  discussed  the  future  of  the  two  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  buildings  and  the  light  house 
located  on  Cape  San  Bias  with  the  Gulf  County  Historical  Preservation  Office,  the  U.  S.  Coast 
Guard  and  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  personnel.  Of  particular  concern  to  the  SHPO  is  the 
preservation  of  the  light  house  lens.  We  ask  that  you  keep  SHPO  informed  of  any  future 
negotiations  on  these  issues. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  assist  the  Department  of  Defense  -  BMDO  in  the  coordination 
and  review  of  the  draft  SEIS  on  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range. 

Sincerely, 

Estus  D.  Whitfield,  Policy  Coordinator 
Environmental  Policy/Community  and 
Economic  Development  Unit 

EDW/mmt 
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Uwion  CM«t 
Gov«mor 


Department  of 

Environmental  Protection 


f-'U.rjory  Stontmin  Doujlu  Buiidinj 
3900  Commonwtalth  Boulevard 
Tillahaiiee.  Ronda  32399-3000 


Virjini*  B.  Wcthertfl 
Secrtary 


Ms.  Cherie  Trainer 
Florida  State  Clearinghouse 
Department  of  Community  Affairs 
2555  Shumard  Oak  Boulevard 
Tallahassee,  Florida  32399-2100 


March  31, 1998 

*'••8 Ml 


Re:  Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD)  Extended  Test  Range  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  and  Notice  of 
Availability  for  the  Proposed  TMD  Test  Programs,  Florida 

SAI:  FL9612240949CR 

Dear  Ms.  Trainor: 

The  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  reviewed  the  Department  of  Defense 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  (BMDO)  proposal  to  expand  the  theater  missile 
Defense  Eglin  test  range  within  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  proposal  initially  considered 
alternative  target  launch  sites  to  be  located  in  the  Florida  Keys,  either  at  Saddlebunch  or 
Cudjoe  Key.  Construction  at  Saddlebunch  Key,  a  US.  Navy  facility,  would  impact  1.79 
acres  of  mangrove  and  salt  marsh  wetlands  while  construction  at  Cudjoe  Key,  an  existing 
Air  Force  installation,  would  have  less  impact  on  habitat  in  the  area.  However,  both 
sites  presented  significant  concerns  for  environmental  impact  to  land  and  water  resources 
of  the  Keys  and  sunoundmg  waters. 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  now  is  proposing  a  preferred  alternative  for  missile 
testing  which  does  not  launch  from  either  of  the  sites  located  in  the  Keys,  or  the  waters 
of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  (FKNMS).  The  department  concurs  that 
testing  outside  of  the  Keys  area  of  impact  is  a  more  acceptable  approach  to  conducting 
these  tests;  however,  should  launch  sites  in  the  Keys  of  surrounding  waters  be  revisited 
u  an  alternative  at  a  later  date  and  a  launch  site  within  the  Keys  or  the  FKNMS  become 
desirable,  a  supplemental  revision  of  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DSEIS)  document  should  be  developed  and  circulated  for  review  by  the 
State. 

The  following  comments  refer  to  the  adequacy  of  the  DSEIS  and  the  evaluation  of 
alternatives,  specifically  those  launch  sites  located  within  the  Keys  or  the  FKNMS. 


?  A'.crci;  - C '.CC I  E.rswi.-irr.tr.:  c.'.J  -itturct:" 
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Introduction 

The  State  of  Florida  signed  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  (FKNMS) 
Management  plan  in  January  1997.  Therefore,  proposed  conflicts  with  the  management 
plan  are  of  primary  concern  to  the  State.  The  following  is  a  list  of  issues  which  reflect 
conflicts  between  the  Keys  launch  sites  and  existing  sanctuary  regulations.  Regulations 
and  statutes  are  referenced  after  the  identification  of  each  issue  when  applicable. 

Issue  # 1 :  Discrepancy  with  the  "Water  Resource  Regulations"  Section 

The  following  was  stated  within  volume  2  of  the  referenced  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  under  appendix  B,  the  “Water  Resource  Regulations"  Section: 

“Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  Management  Plan  of  1996  -  This 
management  plan  sets  up  a  process  for  current  and  future  changes  in  fishing 
activities  including  prohibitions,  gear  restrictions  and  permits  within  the 
Sanctuary. " 

This  statement  does  not  correctly  define  the  management  plan  program  goals  or 
regulations.  National  marine  sanctuaries  are  built  around  distinctive  natural  and  historical 
resources  whose  protection  and  beneficial  use  require  comprehensive  planning  and 
management.  Sanctuary  regulations  address  not  only  fishing  activities,  but  also  regulate 
activities  that  affect  sanctuary  resources  or  qualities. 

Issue  #2:  Volume  1,  2,0  “Description  of  Alternatives  including  the  Proposed 
Action” 

According  to  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement, "Cudjoe 
Key  and  Saddlebunch  Key  are  the  alternative  candidates  for  target 
launch' locations." 

Should  the  Florida  Keys  sites  be  used  as  alternative  sites,  several  construction  activities 
have  been  identified  as  being  necessary  to  prepare  the  areas  as  launch  sites.  These 
consuuction  activities  would  include  dredging  and  filling  in  areas  the  DSEIS  has 
identified  as  “jurisdictional  wetlands  regulated  under  the  Clean  Water  Act."  In 
addition,  the  DSEIS  notes  that  Federal  and  state  threatened  species  have  been  reported 
on  Cudjoe,  Boca  Chica  and  Sugarloaf  Keys.  Furthermore,  the  majority  of  Cudjoe  Key 
has  been  designated  as  critical  habitat  under  the  ESA  (50  CPR  17.95). 
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By  definition,  the  FKNMS  is  mandated  to  protect  the  Keys  resources  from  any  adverse 
effects.  Authorization  for  this  mandate  is  found  in  15  CFR,  Section  922.162  which 
states: 

“(a)  The  following  definitions  apply  to  the  Florida  Keys  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  regulations.  To  the  extent  that  a  definition  appears 
in  Section  922.3  and  this  section,  the  definition  in  this  section 
governs." 

"Acts  means  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  Protection 
Act,  as  amended,  (FKNMSPA)  (Pub.  L.  101605),  and  the  National  Marine 
Sanctuaries  Act  (NMS  A),  also  known  as  Title  1 1 1  of  the  Marine 
Protection,  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act,  as  amended,  (MPRSA)  (16 
U.S.C.  1431  et  seq.).  Adverse  effect  means  any  factor,  force,  or 
action  that  independently  or  cumulatively  damages,  diminishes, 
degrades,  impairs,  destroys,  or  otherwise  harms  any  Sanctuary 
resource,  as  defined  in  section  302(8)  of  the  NMSA  (16  U.S.C.  1432(8)) 
and  in  this  section,  or  any  of  the  qualities,  values,  or  purposes  for 
which  the  Sanctuary  is  designated.  " 

In  addition  to  Federal  regulations,  Chapter  161.5,  F.A.C.,  states: 

"The  Legislature  further  recognizes  that  these  coastal  areas  are  among 
Florida's  most  valuable  resources  and  have  extremely  high  recreational 
and  aesthetic  value  which  should  be  preserved  and  enhanced.  “  It  is 
"the  intent  of  the  Legislature  that  the  most  sensitive  portions  of  the 
coastal  area  shall  be  managed  through  the  imposition  of  strict 
construction  standards  in  order  to  minimize  damage  to  the  natural 
environment,  private  property,  and  life.  “ 

Should  either  of  the  Florida  Keys  sites  become  a  preferred  alternative,  it  will  be 
necessary  for  the  SEIS  to  address  in  greater  detail  potential  impacts  to  the  sanctuary  and 
consistency  of  the  project  with  Federal  and  State  statutes. 

Issue  #3:  Toxic  emissions  from  solid  fuel  rockets  that  may  enter  the  marine 
environment  and  Injure  marine  resources;  Damage  to  mangroves  and  vegetation 
due  to  launch  activities;  Negative  effects  to  the  natural  resources  due  to  launching 
and  launch  accidents. 
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Under  section  2.4  "Comparison  of  Alternatives"  it  was  stated: 

At  Cudjoe  Key,  site  preparation  and  largetflight  test  activity  would  result  in  minimal 
environmental  impacts  for  biological  resources,  land  and  water  use,  noise, 
socioeconomics,  transportation,  and  water  resources;  potential  impacts  on  other 
resources  would  be  negligible. 

That  statement  does  not  completely  agree  with  the  previous  draft  of  the  Supplemental 
EIS,  Section  4,  which  outlined  the  following  projections: 

1  )  the  greatest  concentrations  of  exhaust  products  would  be  released  near  the 
ground  and  less  exhaust  being  released  in  any  specific  area  as  the  missile  increases  its 
speed; 

2)  the  effect  of  12  launches  per  year  may  permanently  remove  or  degrade  vegetation 
close  to  the  launch  pad; 

3)  Cumulative  Impacts,  over  the  10-year  period  the  launch  activities  could  result  in 
an  overall  loss  of  plant  species  diversity  and  total  vegetation  cover.  This  loss  could 
be  due  to  the  deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride; 

4)  If  an  accident  occurs  on  the  launch  pad,  the  explosion  and  resultant  fire  could 
harm  Federally  or  State  listed  species  of  nesting  or  wintering  wading  birds  and 
shorebirds  or  their  habitat;  and, 

5  )  Impacts  from  launch-related  activities  could  result  in  changes  in  water  chemistry 
due  to  deposition  of  launch  emissions,  chemical  stimulants  and  missile  debris. 

These  two  drafts  contain  different  opinions  on  possible  resource  damage.  The  SEIS 
should  define  "minimal  damage"  and  explain  how  the  impacts  listed  in  the  earlier  draft 
were  determined  to  be  minimal.  Also,  the  SEIS  should  recognize  that  the  following 
activities  are  prohibited  by  Section  922.163,  15  CFR; 

"3)  Alteration  of,  or  construction  on,  the  seabed.  Drilling  into,  dredging,  or 
otherwise  altering  the  seabed  of  the  Sanctuary,  or  engaging  in  prop-dredging;  or 
constructing,  placing  or  abandoning  any  structure,  material,  or  other  matter  on  the 
seabed  of  the  Sanctuary.... 
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(4)  Discharge  or  deposit  of  materials  or  other  matter,  (i)  Discharging  or  depositing, 
from  within  the  boundary  of  the  Sanctuary,  any  material  or  other  matter,  except: 

(A)  Fish,  fish  pans,  chumming  materials,  or  bait  used  or  produced  incidental  to  and 
while  conducting  a  traditional  fishing  activity  in  the  Sanctuary:  (B)  Biodegradable 
effluent  incidental  to  vessel  use  and  generated  by  a  marine  sanitation  device 
approved  in  accordance  with  section  212  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act.  as  amended,  (FWTCA),  22  U.S.C.  1222  et  seq.;.... 

(11)  Possession  or  use  of  explosives  or  electrical  charges.  Possessing,  or  using 
explosives,  except  pcwerheads,  or  releasing  electrical  charges  within  the 
Sanctuary. " 

The  following  statutory  citations  relate  to  the  issues  identified  above  and  also  mandate 
either  prohibitions  or  constraints  related  to  proposed  activities  which  cause  pollution; 
cause,  authorize,  create,  suffer  or  allow  an  imminent  hazard  to  occur  or  continue;  cause, 
place  or  deposit  solid  waste  in  or  on  land  or  water  in  a  manner  not  approved  by  the 
DEP:  Sections  403.161;  403.727;  and,  403.708,  F.S.,  respectively. 

Issue  #4:  Disturbance  to  Marine  waterfowl  through  interference  with  nesting, 
feeding  and  breeding  behaviors  in  the  sensitive  backcountry  environment. 

There  are  threatened  and  endangered  species  of  birds;  such  as  bald  eagles, 
white-crowned  pigeons,  and  peregrine  falcons,  within  the  areas  evaluated  and  within  a 
Wildlife  Management  Area  Any  impacts  to  the  habitats  or  disturbances  to  the  marine 
waterfowl  should  be  done  with  consideration  of  the  rules  under  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  (16  U.S.C.). 

Within  the  DSEIS,  section  3.3.3. 4.1,  it  was  stated  that; 

"The  heat  and  noise  of  launch  events  may  cause  mortality  to  those  animals  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  (15  meters/50  feet)  of  the  launch  pad  that  were  not  previously 
frightened  away  by  increased  human  activity.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  and 
aluminum  oxide  emissions...  could  cause  some  spotting  and  browning  of  plants.... 
The  long-term  result  would  be  some  loss  of  biodiversity  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
the  launch  pad  " 

However,  these  acts  are  either  prohibited  or  require  permits  through  16  U.S.C,  Section 
(c)  Prohibited  and  permitted  activities,  which  states; 
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"It  shall  be  unlawful  at  any  time,  by  any  means  or  in  any  manner,  to  pursue,  hunt, 
take,  capture,  kill,  attempt  to  take,  capture,  or  kill,  possess...,  any  migratory  bird, 
any  part,  nest,  or  eggs  of  any  such  bird  " 

“No  person  shall  knowingly  disturb,  injure,  cut,  bum,  remove,  destroy,  or  possess 
any  real  or  personal  property  of  the  United  Slates,  including  natural  growth,  in  any 
area  of  the  System;  " 

Also,  under  Section  63.302,  Florida  Statutes,  it  is  unlawful  to  discharge  domestic, 
industrial,  agricultural,  or  other  man-induced  non-thermal  components  which  are  present 
in  concentrations  which  are  carcinogenic,  mutagenic,  or  teratogenic  to  human  beings, 
wildlife  or  welfare. 

Issue  #5:  Negative  impacts  to  marine  resources  from  secondary  vessel  activity 
associated  with  the  rocket  facility  were  outlined  as  follows: 

1)  increased  activity  at  the  site  may  result  in  disturbance  to  the  wildlife; 

2)  use  of  aircraft  and  patrol  vessels  could  increase  the  chance  of  striking  protected 
species; 

3)  increased  vessel  activity  to  support  the  upland  facility  could  be  of  concern  due  to 
the  shallow  surrounding  waters.  Improper  vessel  activity  within  these  areas  could 
result  in  prop  dredging,  scarring  and  vessel  groundings. 

Under  IS  CFR,  Section  922.163,  Sanctuary-wide  activities  which  could  act  to  constrain 
the  above  activities  include  the  following: 

(5)  Operation  of  vessels,  (i)  Operating  a  vessel  in  such  a  manner  as  to  strike  or 
otherwise  injure  coral,  seagrass,  or  any  other  immobile  organism  attached  to  the 
seabed,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  operating  a  vessel  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
cause  prop-scarring. 

(iv)  Operating  a  vessel  in  such  a  manner  as  to  injure  or  lake  wading,  roosting,  or 
nesting  birds  or  marine  mammals,  (v)  Operating  a  vessel  in  a  manner  which 
endangers  life,  limb,  marine  resources,  or  property. 

Although  existing  military  activities  within  the  sanctuary  are  allowed  and  may  be 
exempted  from  FKNMS  provisions  pending  consultation  with  the  Director  of  the 
FKNMS,  new  military  activities  would  need  to  be  modified  so  that  they  are  not  likely  to 
destroy,  or  significantly  injure  Sanctuary  resources.  If  an  activity  conducted  by  the  DOD 
is  determined  to  have  or  cause  resource  damage,  the  DOD  would  need  to  take 
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appropriate  actions  to  cease,  respond  or  mitigate  the  harm  and  restore  or  repair  the 
damage. 

Issue  #6:  Permit  Requirements: 

Any  expanded  activities  within  the  Florida  Keys  will  require  an  Environmental  Resource 
Permit  (ERP)  from  either  this  agency  or  the  South  Florida  Water  Management  District. 
This  ERP  requirement  was  not  mentioned  in  Appendix  N,  which  outlines  the  required 
permits.  Section  373.414,  Florida  Statutes  also  requires  the  minimization  and  avoidance 
of  wetland  impacts  which  would  be  involved  in  the  Saddlebunch  Key  alternative.  Impact 
to  those  wetlands  would  need  to  be  avoided  and  minimized  prior  to  acceptance  of  a  plan 
for  mitigation.  The  DSEIS  did  not  clearly  outline  this  requirement. 

Based  on  the  information  provided,  it  appears  construction  of  support  facilities  in  the 
Northwest  region  of  the  state  will  primarily  be  on  uplands.  In  the  event  construction  will 
impact  wetlands,  Wetland  Resource  Permits  will  be  required.  For  more  assistance 
regarding  wetland  permitting  processes  and  standards,  please  contact  Ms.  Connie 
Kristoff  at  the  Northwest  Disirict  Office,  (850)595-8300.  The  proposed  construction 
will  also  require  stormwater  discharge  permits.  For  more  information,  please  contact 
Mr.  Cliff  Street  also  at  the  above  mentioned  number. 

The  DSEIS  indicated  that  water  acidity  will  occur  as  a  result  of  missile  launches  from  the 
Keys  sites.  However,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  waters  surrounding  the  Keys  are 
classified  as  Outstanding  Florida  Waters  and  also  within  an  Aquatic  Preserve,  protected 
from  degradation  by  Chapter  62-302,  F.A.C.  Any  changes  in  water  chemistry  would 
need  to  be  accompanied  by  reasonable  assurances  that  the  project  would  not  degrade 
water  quality  standards.  Further,  it  was  stated  that  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen 
chloride  may  be  spilled  during  the  proposed  target  launch  activities.  Control  of  these 
substances  would  be  required  in  conjunction  with  a  stormwater  management  plan  which 
provides  assurances  that  water  quality  degradation  would  not  occur. 

Conclusion 

The  DSEIS  did  not  adequately  address  the  above  issues.  Since  the  preferred  alternative 
is  an  offshore  launch  site  outside  of  the  FKNMS  further  analysis  of  impacts  to  the  Keys 
or  the  FKNMS  may  not  be  warranted  at  this  time.  However,  if  the  Air  Force  determines 
at  a  iater  date  that  its  testing  program  should  include  a  launch  site  in  the  Keys,  the  EIS 
should  be  supplemented  with  a  complete  evaluation  of  the  above  issues. 

In  addition,  the  DSEIS  did  not  include  a  federal  consistency  determination  as  required  by 
the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act.  The  final  EIS  should  include  an  appropriate 
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determination  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  15  CFR  930,  Subpart  C,  and 
address  consistency  of  project  impacts  with  the  DEP’s  statutory  authorities  in  the  Florida 
Coastal  Management  Program,  specifically  Chapters  373,  403,  161,  370,  253,  and  258, 
Florida  Statutes. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  commenting  on  this  proposal.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  this  letter  please  call  either  Mr.  Robert  Hall  or  me  at  (850)487-223 1 . 

Sincerely, 

Lynn  Griffin 

Office  of  Intergovernmental 
Programs 

cc:  G.P.  Schittahl 

Anna  Marie  Hartman 
Ron  Blackburn 
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April  1,  1998 


Captain  Bnan  W.  Moss 
Director,  Test  &  Engineering  Resources 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 
7100  Defense  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20301-7100 


n°rida  • 

In  Reply  Refer  To: 

Laura  A.  Kammerer 

Historic  Preservationist  Supervisor 

Project  File  No.  981373 


RE:  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 

Impact  Statement  for  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 
Florida 

Dear  Captain  Moss: 

In  accordance  with  the  procedures  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  Florida's  Coastal  Management  Program,  this  office  has  reviewed 
the  referenced  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS).  Pursuant  to  our 
responsibilities  we  will  address  those  sections  of  the  SEIS  addressing  possible  impacts  to  historic 
properties  listed,  or  eligible  for  listing,  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Please  see 
note  the  following  concerns  and  comments: 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  office  that  the  potential  impacts  to  the  historic  lighthouse  and  keeper’s 
quarters  located  at  Capa  San  Bias,  Gulf  County  will  be  more  than  "minimal".  The  potential 
noise  induced  vibration  impacts  may  be  very  significant  We  believe  the  launch  noise  or  sonic 
boom  will  adversely  affect  the  lighthouse  lens.  If  the  impacts  to  the  properties  are  so  significant 
that  they  would  have  to  be  relocated  for  protection,  this  would  constitute  an  adverse  effect  and  a 
significant  impact 

Launches  from  Cudjoe  Key  and  Santa  Rosa  Island  may  have  significant  impacts  on  historic 
resources. 

We  noted  that  paleontological  resources  were  included  throughout  the  SEIS  document  under  the 
cultural  resources  sections.  These  are  not  cultural  resources  -  they  pre-date  any  humin  life  in 
Florida 
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Do  not  understand  the  following  statement  on  Page  3-81,  paragraph  1.  "Relocation  closer  to  the 
launch  pad  would  bring  the  structures  into  closer  proximity  to  the  coastline,  therefore  increased 
exposure  to  noise  is  not  anticipated  as  a  result  of  relocation.” 

Page  3-82,  paragraph  2.  It  would  be  more  accurate  to  say  "Rehabilitation  of  e«e-of  both  of  the 
keeper’s  quarters.... 

After-the-fact  damage  assessment  and  mitigation  is  not  a  viable  alternative  for  historic  resources. 
See  Page  3-534,  paragraph  3.5.2  as  well  -  "Once  a  site  is  disturbed,  it  may  be  stabilized  and 
protected  from  further  deterioration,  but  it  cannot  be  repaired  to  its  original  condition”.  Why 
not? 

Throughout  the  document  in  the  cultural  resources  sections  statements  are  made  such  as  no 
historical  resources  (shipwrecks  or  archaeological  sites)  are  “present”  or  "there  are  no  sites." 
Even  though  an  area  has  been  subjected  to  a  cultural  resource  assessment  survey,  undiscovered 
sites  or  properties  may  exist.  Therefore  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  use  a  phrase  such  as  ‘no 
resources  have  been  identified,  or  no  resources  have  been  encountered*  in  the  underwater  site  or 
the  land  site.  Unexpected  discoveries  of  cultural  resources  are  always  a  possibility  and 
provisions  for  such  occurrences  have  to  be  addressed. 

Page  3-53 1,  paragraph  3.4.4.  "The  information  resulting  from  the  inadvertent  loss  of  some 
potentially  eligible  sites  should  be  useful  in  future  efforts  to  manage  the  remaining  resources.” 
This  statement  makes  this  office  uncomfortable  and  wish  to  be  able  to  coordinate  further 
discussions  regarding  the  Cape  San  Bias  site  avoidance  and  mitigation  measures  with  the  Air 
Force  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  final  E1S. 


We  apologize  for  being  brief,  but  are  trying  to  provide  comments  prior  to  meeting  tomorrow  in 
Washington.  We  will  be  more  than  glad  to  provide  more  explanations  or  meet  with  SEIS 
preparers.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
us.  Your  interest  in  protecting  Florida’s  historic  properties  is  appreciated. 

Sincerely,  j 


GWP/Klk 

xc:  Cherie  L.  Trainor,  State  Clearinghouse 


Sincerely,  j 

/- 

George  W.  Percy,  Director 
Division  of  Historical  Resources 
and 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


DIRECTOR  S  OFFICE 

R.A.  Cray  Building  •  500  South  Bronough  Stmt  •  Tallahassee,  Florid*  32399-0250  •  (904)  4S8-1480 
FAX:  (904)  *88-3353  •  WWW  Address  http://www.do*.  atate.fi.us 

O  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESEARCH  Gf'” HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  □  HISTORICAL  MUSEUMS 

{904)487-2299  •  FAX: 414-2207  (904)487-2333  •  FAX  922-0496  (904)  *88-1484  •  FAX 921-2503 


5-67 


Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


P-W-0051 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


P-W-0052 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


COUNTY:  s m 

CAH; 

02/2i/Ca 

ea*ajfu  owi-9  wa. 

62/26/91 

Mffiiigit 

OJAWJfCl  CUI  EAIEi 

Ol/lo/ll 

1TATB  AaCMCtES 

FL9612240I4SC4 

Alain 

KrMrennaruf  PreMfftt 
(W«  and  foali  Wafer  Fitti  Carom 
X  Wifi*  FfeAtriai  GttnMon 

onto 

lute 


Norte  wto  Honda  who 
iMUFtorifcWttO 


COUNTY:  to 

OASls 

02/22/98 

CCMOMTa  DUX-2  MK«: 

02/2E/9I 

CLXABAMCI  BOX  DMX| 

03/30/98 

8A2I; 

FLM12240S43CR 

ITATIASINCn 

WATER  MAKAMUIMT  OUTWCTfl  OM  AOUCY  VHTTI  " 

Comaurty  AMn 

OmnMMWMrFWiCMn 
Hiita*  t  conn  Won 

QTTIO 


TT»  iuM  ((o«UTi«nt  r*Mm*  a  CmhuI  Zoo*  M*rA$«m*rt  AcWlarMi 
Co*W  NMiQMwni  Rrofram  BarwiafeMf  •ratoaWi  t M  M  abfltfaid 
aa  orwrithatatmtoffi 

JadwW  AmWmm*  It  ftfefc  ar  Ufei  acvamrato  (II  CfX  IM.  lufapart  ft 
— "  AganMaaafefefeAWtowatoafetoaonHaiancyMtta  N(My. 

V  BtoiolP»W^A«wir(1ICWW..I«h>tnCj.  MMiAtmiMn 

■'*’  y^juiiK  m  fcmMi  *  twJiwttj  fcaarmlnadan  ter  tea  «w*> 

&WCon<wonyit>»<«i|U<tfU»PtM>fopW»rMW<»w 
—  ActvtttNfllO*  W»,Iunp*rtS>  Op*nrt0rt*fr?qiif»d 

etmtimmf  NftfMton  tor  atafe  aMKirrangWatoifei 

__  r*4«r»J  UaMiatno  at  Hat**  ActVty  (U  Cfn  r>0,  ZJ).  l^b 

«n»l««9M  «M*  iMiw  or  parmX. 


Prof#*t  Dwcrfctton: 

(TMD)  bter4*  T«U  **<*}»  Do*  toff***** 
EmAfewn*flfel  tapast  tfefeownt  (DOS)  for  Egfln 
OvT  Ta*»  Ran**  a*  Nrfc*  or  An Habltt?  to  t* 
>»!»«*♦< TMO  TO*  Program*  -  Ftartn. 


Tb*  ithM  tMun*f«r*«*aa  a  CoaMaiXana  ifenae«n*nUotfPtai«i 
Co***  fewganant  Program  canafaXnqi  awMKan  Oft*  li  aattfarto* 

■  WKMMn*^ 

PaferN  KmMrnm  b  tM»  at  Uwl  Orrwrmwm  (11  CPU  WC,  fcifraart  rv 
—  AgancAw  an  k  wMrt>  lha  itWniixy  cf  te»  n*v Ky. 

*  OtoeiN**felAMMVtWCfR8l0,lstepartft.  total  Afanciiaira 
itodrad  to  turiah  •  oon*fefcncr  frfermWten  for  tea  IMI 
Mneunma  or  MfacSoi 

ftitr  CaMfnantt  IWf  to****,  DavalopmMt  or  Production 
• —  AotMVat (t! CntM< Mptrt ft  Opjraton  >n  roferf  rod  to  proMdi  i 

cwmMhkqi  WfMMRton  tet  rat*  MnovnvncoMfKUon, 

_  fWi  Uiwrtm  whwllf^ AMMfr  (H  om Ht.  XUytrt ft  Inch 

0*M*a MH  anty  to  avatoofetf  Nr  •onMtmj  wfcm  thm  la  Mi  in 

Man  Kcwm  ar  pMnet 


Projact  Dnorfption: 

"  CWtnwofD^rtM .  TUnar  UtoH  Daton" 
(TWO)  IflancM  Tttt  Ring*  Dot  lt*?lt»wrt*l 
tortvmM  b(*d  StXvmat  (00ft  far  Egli 
{MfT«d  Ran*  *nd  Note  ofMMy  fcx  IN 
Htowto  TMD  Twt  projnm .  FWto 


To;  FtorW*  «**  Cfriflftgbowd 
Dtsartnurt  of  Community  Wfain 
2M5  ahumtrd  Otk  BoudVftrt 
Tallhwaw,  PL  323W-2100 
{«W)tt2*MS8  (SC2W-MJI) 
(W4)4M-0479  (FAX) 


QNoC«mm«flt 
□  CfflwmntiAiached 
Q  HatApptoUt 


N(No  Ooomem/COMWim 

2  ctMktmVCunmiffli  AtiuTitd 

□  InconMtint/CofflnwKAtlachtd 

□  NotApplicrtl* 


To:  Flortdi  8t>M  dwitoghoiai 
Oipvtmont  ot  Conwn%  AAn 
2JM  Stwmrt  Oik  BoJtvvd 
THIahiMH,  FL  12909*2100 

(iS0)i»44»  {temMXi 

(904)414^478  {FAX) 


•nlComlitwicy 

□  Nopwmwt  p  No  Cornncm/CoAiUBM 

(tfSornMnN  Allot]*!  Q^SSuMnl/Coiwren'j  AMCItod 

Q  Not  AppkclNl  Q  Inoonsiteol/Conv'ntnti  Attached 

□  No!  Applicable 


Eg amsamm 

WMMEfWm 


Fnmi  (JWFuJMlk 
CHvlaiwSiitmt  _ 

Crt; 


Exhibit  5.1-1:  Reproductions  of  Written  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


South 

Florida 

Regional 

Planning 
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VIA  FACSIMILE  AND  MAIL 


S£3fe°f  ma earing 


March  12, 1998 


Ms.  Cherie  Trainor 

Florida  State  Clearinghouse 

Florida  Department  of  Community  Affairs 

2555  Shumard  Oak  Boulevard 

Tallahassee,  Florida  32399-2100 

RE:  SFRPC  #98-0307,  SAl  <fR9612240949CR  -  Request  for  comments  on  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 
Extended  Test  Range  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range,  U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Boca  Chica,  Cudjoe.  Fleming  and  Saddlebunch  Keys,  Monroe 
County. 

Dear  Ms.  Trainor: 

We  have  reviewed  the  above-referenced  permit  application  and  have  the  following  comments: 

•  Council  staff  is  greatly  concerned  about  the  impacts  this  project  could  have  on  the  water  quality, 
wildlife  habitat  and  the  overall  ecological  integrity  of  the  region.  The  project  should  be  consistent 
with  the  goals  and  policies  of  the  Monroe  County  and  City  of  Key  West  comprehensive  plans  and 
their  corresponding  land  development  regulations  and  the  goals  and  policies  of  the  Florida  Keys 
National  Marine  Sanctuary  Management  Plan. 

•  Staff  recognizes  the  location  of  the  alternative  test  launch  sites'  launch  hazard  areas  in  the  Florida 
Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary,  the  Key  Deer  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  Great  Whit* 
Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  natural  resources  of  regional  significance  as  designated  in  the 
StrnkgirRegional  Policy  Plan  of  South  Florida  (SRPP).  Staff  recommends  that,  if  the  use  of  these 
alternative  sites  is  pursued,  1)  impacts  to  the  natural  systems  be  minimized  to  the  greatest  extent 
feasible  and  2)  the  Department  of  Defense  determine  the  extent  of  sensitive  marine  life  and 
vegetative  communities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  and  protect  and  or  mitigate  disturbed 
habitat  This  will  assist  in  reducing  the  cumulative  impacts  to  native  plants  and  animals, 
wetlands  and  deep  water  habitat  and  fisheries  that  the  goals  and  policies  of  the  SRPP  seek  to 
protect 

•  The  goals  and  policies  of  the  SRPP,  in  particular  those  indicated  below,  should  be  observed  when 
making  decisions  regarding  this  project. 
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Strategic  Regional  Goal 

3.1  Eliminate  the  inappropriate  uses  of  land  by  improving  the  land  use  designations  and  utilize 
land  acquisition  where  necessary  so  that  the  quality  and  connectedness  of  Natural  Resources 
of  Regional  Significance  and  suitable  high  quality  natural  areas  is  improved. 

Regional  Policies 

3.1.1  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  other  suitable  natural  resources  shall  be 
preserved  and  protected.  Mitigation  for  unavoidable  impacts  will  be  provided  either  on-site 
or  in  identified  regional  habitat  mitigation  areas  with  the  goal  of  providing  the  highest  level 
of  resource  value  and  function  for  the  regional  system.  Endangered  faunal  species  habitat 
and  populations  documented  on-site  shall  be  preserved  on-site.  Threatened  faunal  species 
and  populations  and  species  of  special  concern  documented  on-site,  as  well  as  critically 
imperiled,  imperiled  and  rare  plants  shall  be  preserved  on-site  unless  it  is  demonstrated  that 
off-site  mitigation  will  not  adversely  impact  the  viability  or  number  of  individuals  of  the 
species. 

3.1.2  Direct  inappropriate  uses  of  land  that  are  not  consistent  with  the  protection  and  maintenance 
of  natural  resource  values  away  from  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  suitable 
natural  resource  areas. 

3.1.9  Degradation  or  destruction  of  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance,  including  listed 
species  and  their  habitats  will  occur  as  a  result  of  a  proposed  project  only  if: 

a)  the  activity  is  necessary  to  prevent  or  eliminate  a  public  hazard,  and 

b)  the  activity  is  in  the  public  interest  and  no  other  alternative  exists,  and 

c)  the  activity  does  not  destroy  significant  natural  habitat,  or  identified  natural  resource 
values,  and 

d)  the  activity  does  not  destroy  habitat  for  threatened  or  endangered  species,  and 

e)  the  activity  does  not  negatively. impact  listed  species  that  have  been  documented  to  use 
or  rely  upon  the  site. 

3.1.10  Proposed  projects  shall  include  buffer  zones  between  development  and  existing  Natural 
Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  other  suitable  natural  resources.  The  buffer  zones 
shall  provide  natural  habitat  values  and  functions  that  compliment  Natural  Resources  of 
Regional  Significance  values  so  that  the  natural  system  values  of  the  site  are  not  negatively 
impacted  by  adjacent  uses.  The  buffer  zones  shall  be  a  minimum  of  25-  feet  in  width. 
Alternative  widths  may  be  proposed  if  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  alternative  furthers  the 
viability  of  the  Natural  Resource  of  Regional  Significance,  effectively  separating  the 
development  Impacts  from  the  natural  resource  or  contributing  to  reduced  fragmentation  of 
identified  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance. 

3.1.11  Implement  monitoring  and  maintenance  of  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and 
other  suitable  natural  resources  so  that  an  Overall  Positive  Gain  in  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  is  achieved.  The  monitoring  of  the  Natural 
Resources  of  Regional  Significance  shall  be  included  on  all  projects  that  have  not  been 
demonstrated  to  not  adversely  impact  the  resource  or  associated  listed  species. 
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3.1.19  Uses  of  the  land  shall  be  consistent  with  the  sustained  ecological  functioning  of  the  Natural 
Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  suitable  adjacent  natural  buffer  areas  and  will  be 
based  upon  the  radius  required  to  provide  protection  to  the  natural  system  and  associated 
inhabitants.  The  radius  will  vary  in  size  depending  upon  the  resource  or  species  that  is  to  be 
protected. 

Strategic  Regional  Goal 

3.2  Develop  a  more  efficient  and  sustainable  allocation  of  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Regional  Policies 

3.2.6  When  reviewing  proposed  projects  and  through  the  implementation  of  the  SRPP,  discourage 
water  management  and  proposed  development  projects  that  alter  the  natural  wet  and  dry 
cycles  of  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  or  suitable  adjacent  buffer  areas  or  cause 
functional  disruption  of  wetlands  or  aquifer  recharge  areas. 

3.2.9  Require  all  inappropriate  inputs  into  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  to  be 
eliminated  through  such  means  as;  redirection  of  offending  outfalls,  suitable  treatment 
improvements  or  retrofitting  options. 

3.2.10  The  discharge  of  freshwater  to  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  suitable 
adjacent  natural  buffer  areas  shall  be  designed  to  imitate  the  natural  discharges  in  quality  and 
quantity  as  well  as  in  spatial  and  temporal  distribution. 

.3.2.11  Existing  stormwater  outfalls  that  do  not  meet  or  improve  upon  existing  water  quality  or 
quantity  criteria  or  standard,  or  cause  negative  impacts  to  Natural  Resources  of  Regional 
Significance  or  suitable  adjacent  natural  buffer  areas  shall  be  modified  to  meet  or  exceed  the 
existing  water  quality  or  quantity  criteria  or  standard.  The  modification  shall  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  outfall  operator,  permittee  or  applicant 

Strategic  Regional  Goal 

33  Achieve  improved  air  quality  throughout  the  region  through  a  reduction  of  transportation 
related  impacts  and  the  increased  use  of  natural  plantings. 

Regional  Policies 

3.3.6  Proposed  development  shall  be  reviewed  with  respect  to  the  potential  for  related  impacts  to 
the  regional  air  quality,  and  negative  impacts  eliminated  or  effectively  mitigated. 

Strategic  Regional  Goal 

3.4  Improve  the  protection  of  upland  habitat  areas  and  maximize  the  interrelationships  between 
the  wetland  and  upland  components  of  the  natural  system. 

Regional  Policies 

3.4.4  Require  the  use  of  ecological  studies  and  site  and  species  specific  surveys  in  projects  that  may 
impact  natural  habitat  areas  to  ensure  that  rare  and  state  and  federally  listed  plants  and 
wildlife  are  identified  with  respect  to  temporal  and  spatial  distribution. 
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3.4.5  Identify  and  protect  the  habitats  of  rare  and  state  and  federally  listed  species.  For  those  rare 
and  threatened  species  that  have  been  scientifically  demonstrated  by  past  or  site  specific 
studies  to  be  relocated  successfully,  without  resulting  in  harm  to  the  relocated  or  receiving 
populations,  and  where  in-iitu  preservation  is  neither  possible  nor  desirable  from  an 
ecological  perspective,  identify  suitable  receptor  sites,  guaranteed  to  be  preserved  and 
managed  in  perpetuity  for  the  protection  of  the  relocated  species  that  will  be  utilized  for  the 
relocation  of  such  rare  or  listed  plants  and  animals  made  necessary  by  unavoidable  project 
impacts.  Consistent  use  of  the  site  by  endangered  species,  or  documented  endangered 
species  habitat  on-site  shall  be  preserved  on-site. 

3.4.6  Require  the  protection  of  listed  species  identified  in  ecological  studies  of  proposed  project 
areas  by  such  means  as,  the  isolation  of  suitable  habitat  or  relocation  of  the  individuals  to 
suitable  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  or  other  suitable  natural  areas  with 
sufficient  carrying  capacity  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  Policies  3.4.1,  3.4.2,  3.43, 
3.4.4,  and  3.4.5. 

3.4.7  Natural  system  corridors  shall  include  upland  as  well  as  wetland  habitat  areas  to  facilitate  the 
re-establishment  of  regional  system  ecological  values  and  functions. 

3.4.8  Remove  invasive  exotics  from  all  Natural  Resources  of  Regional  Significance  and  associated 
buffer  areas.  Require  the  continued  regular  and  periodic  maintenance  of  areas  that  have  had 
invasive  exotics  removed. 

3.4.9  Required  maintenance  shall  insure  that  re-establishment  of  the  invasive  exotic  does  not  occur. 

3.4.10  Local  governments  shall  be  encouraged  to  require  invasive  exotic  removal  as  a  condition  of 
development  approvals. 

3.4.11  Local  governments  shall  be  encouraged  to  remove  invasive  exotics  from  government 
property. 

Strategic  Regional  Goal 

33  Enhance  and  preserve  natural  system  values  of  South  Florida's  shorelines,  estuaries,  benthic 
communities,  fisheries,  and  associated  habitats,  including  but  not  limited  to,  Florida  Bay, 
Blscayne  Bay  and  the  coral  reef  tract. 

Regional  Policies 

3.8.1  Enhance  and  preserve  natural  shoreline  characteristics  through  requirements  resulting  from 
the  review  of  proposed  projects  and  in  the  implementation  of  ICE,  including  but  not  limited 
to,  mangroves,  beaches  and  dunes  through  prohibition  of  structural  shoreline  stabilization 
methods  except  to  protect  existing  navigation  channels,  maintain  reasonable  riparian  access, 
or  allow  an  activity  in  the  public  interest  as  determined  by  applicable  state  and  federal 
permitting  criteria. 

38.2  Enhance  and  preserve  benthic  communities,  including  but  not  limited  to  sea  grass  and 
shellfish  beds,  and  coral  habitats,  by  allowing  only  that  dredge  and  fill  activity,  artificial 
shading  of  habitat  areas,  or  destruction  from  boats  that  is  the  least  amount  practicable,  and  by 
encouraging  permanent  mooring  facilities.  Dredge  and  fill  activities  may  occur  on 
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submerged  lands  in  the  Florida  Keys  only  as  permitted  by  the  Monroe  County  Land 
Development  Regulations.  It  must  be  demonstrated  pursuant  to  the  review  of  the  proposed 
project  features  that  the  activities  included  in  the  proposed  project  do  not  cause  permanent 
adverse  natural  system  impacts. 

3.8.3  As  a  result  of  proposed  project  reviews,  include  conditions  that  result  in  a  project  that 
enhances  and  preserves  marine  and  estuarine  water  quality  by: 

a)  improving  the  timing  and  quality  of  freshwater  inflows; 

b)  reducing  turbidity,  nutrient  loading  and  bacterial  loading  from  wastewater  facilities, 
vessels; 

c)  reducing  the  number  of  improperly  maintained  stormwater  systems;  and 

d)  requiring  port  facilities  and  marinas  to  implement  hazardous  materials  spill  plans. 

3.8.4  Enhance  and  preserve  commercial  and  sports  fisheries  through  monitoring,  research,  best 
management  practices  for  fish  harvesting  and  protection  of  nursery  habitat  and  include  the 
resulting  information  in  educational  programs  throughout  the  region.  Identified  nursery 
habitat  shall  be  protected  through  the  inclusion  of  suitable  habitat  protective  features  including, 
but  not  limited  to: 

a)  avoidance  of  project  impacts  within  habitat  area; 

b)  replacement  habitat  area  impacted  by  proposed  project;  or 

c)  improvement  of  remaining  habitatarea  within  remainderof  proposed  projectarea.  . 

3.8.5  Enhance  and  preserve  habitat  for  endangered  and  threatened  marine  species  by  the 
preservation  of  identified  endangered  species  habitat  and  populations.  For  threatened  spedes 
or  species  of  critical  concern,  on-site  preservation  will  be  required  unless  it  is  demonstrated  that 
off-site  mitigation  will  not  adversely  impact  the  viability  or  number  of  individuals  of  the 
spedes. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  We  would  appreciate  being  kept  informed  on  the 
progress  of  this  project  Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Senior  Planner 
JEH:kg 

cc:  Timothy  McGarry,  Monroe  County  Planning 
Ted  Strader,  City  of  Key  West  Planning 


RPC  intergovernmental  coordination 
AND  RESPONSE  SHEET 


SA1A  IUtm#H9CX  DATE: 

COM  Ml  NTS  PCil  TO  CLEARINGHOUSE*  03/J4M 

AREA  OF  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY:  COUNTY:  St«r 

□  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  gj  DfltECT  FEDERAL  ACTIVITY  Q  FEDERAL  LICENSE  OR  PEKMrT  QOCS 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Dement*  tf  tx&aat  •  Tbnttr  Mini!*  D*f«c*e  (TMD)  Zxoni+i  Tart  Rase*  Draft  Sappkmcaul  Envirnueraul  impact  Soumtxt 
(DEIS)  for  E{ttn  Qeif  Tut  Mjd ft  mi  hotlca  *f  Av»U«Wlky  for  the  Fropotad  TMD  Twt  Program  -  FlcriU. 


ROUTH1G: 


RPC 

South  PL  RFC 
X  Wwt  Florida  WC 
Ap^woRK 


...WWffi 

k  m  0  4  ^ 


Stats  ct  Florida  CtarfoghbuSS 


PLEASE  CHICK  A U.  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  BELOW  FROM  WHICH  COMMENTS  HAVE  BEEN 
REOOVIDl  ALL  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  SHOULD  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  REC'S  CLEARINGHOUSE 
RESPONSE  PACKAGE,  n  NO  COMMENTS  WIRE  DECEIVED,  please  CHECK  "NO  COMMENT" 

BOX  AND  RETURN  TO  CLEARINGHOUSE 

COMMENTS  DUE  TO  XKL  IIM1I 


NO  COMMINTSi  V 

(IP  THE  RPC  DORS  NOT  RECEIVE  COMMENTS  BY  THE  DEADLINE  DATE,  THB  RPC  SHOULD  CONTACT 
THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  DETERMINB  THE  STATUS  OF  THE  PROJECT  REVISWPRJORTO 
FORWARDWO  THB  RESPONSE  PACKAOB  TO  THE  CLEARINGHOUSE  ) 

NOTES: 


ALL  CONCERNS  OR  COMMENTS  REGARDING  THE  ATTACHED  PROJECT  (INCLUDING  ANY  RPC 
COMMENT®  SHOULD  BE  SENT  IN  WRrriNO  IV  THE  DUE  DATE  TO  THE  CLEARINGHOUSE. 
PLEASE  ATTACH  THU  RESPONSE  FORMAND  REFER  TO  THE  SAI  *  IN  ALL  CORISPONDSNCE. 

IF  YOU  HAVE  ANY  QUESTIONS  REOARDINO  THE  ATTACHED  PROJECT,  PLEASE  CONTACT  THE  STA 
CLEARINGHOUSE  At  (W)  MI- S43S  OR  SUNCOM  Jli-MM. 
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HU  UUA  STATE  CLEARING!  1USE 
RPC  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COORDINATION 
AND  RESPONSE  SHEET 


SM«i  FLMIJMWaCR  DATE.  03/IMI 

CDMMEHTSSUITbciAAKINCHOUSt.  UflWl 

AREA  or  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY.  COUNTY:  Sat. 

Q  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  0  DIRECT  FEDERAL  ACTIVITY  Q  FEDERAL  LICENSE  OR  PERMIT  QOCS 

rROJtcr  Dtsc*irno« 

Depotlniffirf  of  Dofaue  -  TReaor  Mlail.  DofottH  (TWO)  BaModcd  Tat  Rate.  Draft  SupptaBHUt  So^roomosat  Infrati  Saamart 
(DEIS)  for  E*l A  Gulf  Taat  Roaca  and  Node,  of  AialAWIIty  fw  th.  Propwtf  TMD  Tor  ?rr«r*oa  •  Hard. 


ROUTlNGl  RTC 


EautRFLRPC 
w«(  Florid.  RTC 


PLEASE  CHECK  ALL  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  BELOW  FROM  WHICH  COMMENTS  HAVE  BEEN 
SECnVEDl  ALL  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  SHOULD  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  KPCS  CLEARINGHOUSE 
RESPONSE  PACKAGE  IP  NO  COMMENTS  WERE  RECEIVED,  PLEASE  CHECK  -NO  COMMENT' 
BOX  AND  RETURN  TO  CLEARINGHOUSE. 

COMMENTS  DUS  TO  RPC  MAIM 

_ B.)  Octet) 

_ Boots  Rat  Cooat? 


NO  COMMENTS.  \ 

(IF  THE  RPC  DOBJNOT  RECEIVE  COMMENTS  BY  THE  DEADLINE  DATE,  THE  RPC  SHOULD  CONTACT 
THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  DETERMINE  THE  STATUS  OF  THE  PROJECT  REVIEW  PRIOR  TO 
FORWARD  [NO  THE  RESPONSE  PACKAGE  TO  THE  CLEARINGHOUSE.) 

NOTES. 


ALL  CONCERNS  OR  COMMENTS  REGARDING  THI  ATTACHED  PROJECT  (LNCLUDLNC  ANY  RPC 
COMMENTS)  SHOULD  HR  SENT  IN  WRITING  BY  THE  DUE  DATE  TO  THE  CLEARINGHOUSE. 
PLEASE  ATTACH  THIS  RESPONSE  TORM  AND  REPER  TO  THE  SAI  #  IN  ALL  CORISPONDENCI. 


ir  YOU  HA  VE  AN  Y  QUESTION  J  REGARDING  THE  ATTACHED  PROIECT,  PLEASE  CONTACT  THB  STATE 
CT-EARINOHOUSB  AT  (904)  922-MH  OR  5UNCOM  ILL  SOI. 


P-W-0055 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 
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rjL-U'  lUA  MAIL  ULLAKiNGh''  'USE 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COORDINATION 
ROUTING  SHEET 


SAI  IN  riHlZMOMfCit  DATE:  02/12*4 

COMMENTS  DUS  TO  RPC  UWN 


AREA  Of  PROPOSED  ACTIVITY;  COUNTY:  St** 

□  PEOERAL  ASSISTANCE  Q  DIRECT  FEDERAL  ACTIVITY  QFEOnXAt.  UCENSE  OR  FERMiT  QOCS 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

DtpwffiMot  of  Data**  -  Tbaawr  MM«  Nfkma  (TMD)  Extonded  T  nt  Xm|<  Dealt  Sapplamaatal  Eorirwmaaul  Impart  Statement 
(DEIS)  (be  K|(bi  Oulf  To*i  R«fo  tad  Nolle*  ,af  Availability  for  (he  Propetad  TMD  Tec  Progress* .  Florid*. 


ROUTING: 


Local  Qevamraena 


»wtb  PL  RPC 

_ Weal  FWldiRPC 

_ ApaladlM  RPC 


8*7  County 
Seen  IWa  Cooky 
X  CstfCoval/ 


UT  YOU  HAVE  NO  COMMENTS,  FUAff  CHECK  HIRE  AND  RETURN  FORM  TO  RPC  i 


AT  Jw  CONCERNS  OR  COMMENTS  REGARDING  THE  ATACHED  PROJECT  SHOULD  BE  SENT  IN 

writing  dy  the  dub  date  to  toe  regional  planning  councils)  iown  below,  please 

REFER  TO  THB  SAI  •  IN  ALL  CORRESPONDENCE: 


Mr  Mika  Donovan 

AplNfata  Ragieut  PUonbg  Cmwcil 

J14  EwbCmoU  Av*ou» 

Rows  119 

Btoycwumn,  PL  12*24 


IMPORTANT!  P LEASE  do  NOT  SEND  COMMENT'S  DIRECTLY  TO  THE  CLEARINGHOUSE! 

IP  YOU  HAVE  QUESTIONS  REGARDING  THE  ATTACHED  PROJECTOR  THE  INTER GOVURNMENTAL 
COORDINATION  PROCESS,  PLEASE  CONTACT  THB  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE,  IP  YOU  HAVE 
QUESTIONS  RBGARDINO  THE  FEDERAL  CONSISTENCY  REVIEW  PROCESS,  PLEASE  CONTACT  THE 
FLORIDA  COASTAL  MANAGEMENT  PROORAM.  THE  TELEPHONE  NUMBER  FOR  BOTH  PROGRAMS  IS 
(904)  922*5431  OR  SUNCOM  272-$43t. 
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TO: 


DATS) 


NORTHWEST  FLORIDA  WATER  MANAGEMENT 
Project  Review  Form 

BUte  Clearinghouse 
Department  of  Community  Affair* 

MSS  Bhumard  Oak  Boulevard 
Tsliahsaett,  FL 


State  ot  Florida  Clearingjioflstf 


March  I,  ISIS 


SUBJECT!  Project  Review.  Intergovernmental  Coordination 

Tide:  Dapi  ot  Dslsnes-Tbsator  Maafl*  Dtfenae  (TMD)  Extan  dad  Taat  Rang* 
Draft  BupplamanUl  Environmental  Impact  statement  (DEIS)  ter 
Eglla  Oulf  Teat  Range  end  Notfce  of  AvallaWEty  tor  the  Propoeed 
TMD  Teat  Pragrama-Ftoitda 
SAMI'.  FLWtn«M»CR 


The  District  haa  reviewed  tha  autjaot  application  and  attachments  In  accordanea  wth  its 
reaponeteOBa*  and  authority  under  tha  provtalont  of  Chapter  173.  Florida  Statutes.  Aa  a  nun* 
review,  ttia  District  Km  tha  following  raaponeta: 

ACTION 


__  NoCommanL 

_  Sopporta  tha  prefect- 

_  Objects  to  tha  prefect  axptarjitlon  attached. 

_ _  Hal  no  ottfeadon  to  tha  project  euptenetlon  optional 

_  Csnnot  evaluate  too  project  wptenatlon  attached. 

_  Project  requires  a  permit  tram  tha  Dlatrict  under _ 

OBORfiE  OF  REVIEW 

_x_  Documentation  arm  revfswad. 

_ _  Field  InveettgaBon  was  performed, 

___  Dlacuaaed  and/or  contacted  appropriate  oltlca  about  project 

_  Addniaret  documenuttonftasesrch  la  required. 

Commente  attechad. 

SKSNED _ QjJhZ$*+Z'  „  _ 

x  ~  ~  Duncin  Jay  Calm* 

Chief.  Bur.  Env. »  Re*  Ping. 


P-W-0057 
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NUMBER 


NORTHWEST  FLORIDA  WATER  MANAGEMENT  DISTRICT 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Duncan  CWWBftlW,  Bureau  of  Efltrfrwtmantil  Managamari  and  Planning 

FROM:  Paul  Thorp*,  ^adatant  Water  Rsiourc*  Planner 

DATE:  March  5,  IBM 

SUBJECT:  Draft  SB8  for  Theater  Mtsaile  Defense  Test  Range,  SAI#  Fl8fll22<09<scR 
FILE;  H:^_toorptoeorrrnir!WEPAlTMD  SSC301 


Baaed  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  submitted,  District  staff  have  concern*  about  the  propot sd  action 
with  regard  to  waatewatar  treatment,  nonpoint  aorets  polutlon.  and  wetland  Impact*.  Additionally,  page 
3-232  incorrectly  states  tost  tha  wstece  of  SL  Joe  Bay  subject  to  Impact  are  Class  III.  These  are  Class  II 
wstars  aeoordtog  to  Station  62-302030  (3)  (6),  Florida  AdmWatra Wa  Coda  (FAC.). 

Soto  Santa  Ran  Bound  and  St  Joe  Bay  are  receiving  increasing  cumutahve  Impacts  which  may  degrade 
their  habitat  quality  and  threaten  theft'  vfebflty  as  recreadonel  and  shetlttah  water*  It  would  appear  that 
surface  wl*or  quality  may  be  Impacted  by  InctssMd  affluent  (tom  septic  systems  and  inaaaaad  nonpoint 
source  poBudon  vte  stotwwater  runoff  during  both  cpnatrueBen  of  nsw  ltdktes  and  Implemantarion  of  tha 
propoaad  aetten.  Tha  propoaad  actons  should  Involve  futl  consideration  of  tha  status  of  tha  affected 
water*  The  affected  portions  of  boat  Sent*  Rosa  Bound  and  St  Joe  Bay  are  Ctm  n  (chsUdsh 
propagation  and  hsrvstdng)  ureters,  and  8L  tea  Bay  ta  also  an  Aquatlo  Preaarva  and  Outstanding  Florida 
Water  tOFW).  As  an  OFW,  any  degradation  of  water  quality.  tncJudhg  due  to  mtoreot  Imped*  Is 
prohibited  In  accordance  Wkh  Section  62-302.700,  FAC.  Addfenady.  both  Santa  Rots  Sound  and  St 
tea  Bay  art  Surface  Water  ImprovemanUnd  Msnsgamant(SWlM)  priority  wsteftxxSs*  which  represents 
•  pubita  commitment  to  theft  pretegfofl. 

Contldanrtcn  should  slid  be  given  to  whother  It  would  be  feasible  to  svold  or  .Bather  minimize  wetland 
Impact*  such  as  theta  planned  lor  Capa  8an  Btes.  AddWonaly.  new  Impervious  turfacee  should  be 
mWrrtiBd,  toe  autebUty  of  idli  lor  septic  tank  use  should  be  evdusta*  tnd  al  stormwater  runcril  shcxiid 
be  captured  and  treated  on  she. 
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Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SETS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Thank  you  for  attending  thia  meeting.  Ploaio  use  this  sheet  to  write  down  comments  that  you 
have  regarding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  ha  received  by  Ml,  Ninh  by  April  3,  1998  to 
ensure  they  are  considered  in  the  Pinal  SEIS. 


^iQ^UU 


Kojua-  Qjx 


(ju>^La  aSthuiQ*!? 


%sL SLElS.  .  t&2i  am  U>^-^ 


^Wa^zQ-s-  iijL  vAV. 


jIl  a  AhvY^j&L  £jjjj^&vmujSL9. <XK*jsm , 


0*4.  Aw-  fQhCa>siatreQ^  VtJixJail  CUsil 

Q^XbtuJ  h)  VufrteL  <B*aJ7  (skill W  IjrOuQa,  <^0. 


IL  ju.  raju  ■gjnJhn«ias,.l^,'^ih  slxmsa  \&u^jjQsut 


l\AA<  AA-flu 


& car.  OlJOt-A. 


Plaase  place  fcrm  in  the  comment  box  or  mail  to: 
Ms,  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB.FL  32542-6866 


'  Mrar  on  moyoloS  p fir 


Curbed.  ^EjJU/Vueru^a, 

jlLSl.  Hfx-c"- 


x  fa®*f  |  F"i2a.n 

3%  oil ? 


Much  IW8 
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NUMBER 
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Cape  San  Bias  Taxpayers  Association 
POST  OFFICE  BOX  544,  PORT  St  Joe  32456 

March  17, 1998 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OQM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32542-6866 

Dear  Ms.  Ninh: 

Tills  Association  has  surveyed  it's  member  property  owners  here  at  Cape  San  Bias.  91 
members,  or  about  one  fifth  of  the  total  property  owners  object  to  the  use  of  Cape  San  Bias  for 
the  selected  missile  launching  site. 

At  the  SEIS  briefing  no  new  information  was  presented  to  indicate  that  any  other  site  was 
offered  as  an  alternative  in  this  proposed  test  action.  1  believe  that  thia  proceaa  of  selection 
should  have  been  subjected  to  the  same  selection  process  as  the  one  force  years  ago,  when 
several  alternative  sites  were  offered. 

Your  SEIS  briefing  papers  show  that  there  are  environmental  damages  to  the  land  and 
waters  when  launches  are  made.  This  area  is  in  the  St. Joseph  Bay  Aquatic  Preserve,  and  foe 
impact  of  launch  actions  certainly  is  not  consistent  with  foe  objectives  of  an  Aquatic  Preserve. 

Cape  San  Bias  is  not  the  low  population  density  it  once  was.  The  population  is  growing 
regularly  and  is  expected  to  increase  rapidly  as  the  Port  SL  Joe  and  Gulf  County  activities  for 
economic  development  take  effect.  This  area  will  become  much  more  of  a  tourist  and  beach 
retirement  and  vacation  spot,  with  appropriate  infrastructure.  The  missile  launching  activity  will 
be  a  deterrent  to  economic  growth.  Here  in  a  small  county  steady  economic  growth  will  be 
needed  as  foe  main  industry  (foe  paper  mill)  slows  and  eventually  goes  out  of  production. 

We  are  concerned  that  foe  nesting  tea  turtles  and  bald  eagle  nest  will  be  Impacted.  We 
do  not  believe  that  the  elimination  of  1.6  acres  of  wet  land  should  be  required.  Since  the 
Department  of  Defense  does  not  ftiUy  and  actively  utiiixe  an  of  it’s  ranges  and  bases,  it  would 
seem  reasonable  that  another  location  could  be  found. 

Potential  damage  to  the  lighthouse  and  the  adjacent  historic  quarters  could  be  avoided  by 
finding  another  bunch  site.  Gulf  County  government  is  trying  to  acquire  and  preserve  this  arcs 
for  the  people.  In  a  small  county  where  funds  are  scarce,  expenditure  of  dollars  to  fix  something 
you  damage  in  bunch  activity  is  ao  unnecessary  expense. 

Since  your  plan  does  not  include  any  substantial  or  regular  inflow  of  funds  to  foe  county 
for  the  activities  pbaned,  it  does  not  help  the  County  cope  with  foe  logistics  of  your  presence 
here.  I  feel  certain  that  unless  some  method  of  (Ending  to  help  the  local  government  is  worked 
nut,  this  activity  will  end  up  a  drain  on  our  local  taxpayers. 
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Shirley  Freeman 

CoufKf  C0fTVT%S**0ntr 


COUNTY  OF  MONROE 

J10  WHITEHIAO  ST1KT 
«yw!$T,aORIDAJiWO 


303.292.3430 
fM  305-292-3577 


March  31, 1998 


Lieutenant  Ocnerai  Lester  Lyles 
Department  of  Defense 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organisation 
7100  Defense  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20301*7100 

Dear  General  Lyles, 

I  am  writing  to  summarize  my  concerns,  and  those  of  the  citizens  of  Monroe 
County,  regarding  the  serious  deficiencies  in  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR).  The  deficiencies  in  the 
assessment  of  tho  land  launch  alternatives  at  Cudjoe  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  were 
identified  in  testimony  at  the  public  beatings  in  Key  West  and  Mmathou  on  March  1 2  and 
13, 1998,  That  testimonies  of  thoughtful  and  technically  competent  Individuals,  copies  of 
which  sre  in  your  possession,  merit  your  closest  attention.  The  most  important 
deficiencies  in  the  DSEIS  that  were  Identified  in  the  hearings  were: 

1.  The  /allure  to  asms  the  short  and  long  term  infects  of  the  repetitive  launching  of  the 
Hera  missile  In  the  shallow  water,  high  humidity  environment  of  the  lower  Keys.  Of 
paiticulir  concern  Is  the  failure  to  provide  a  relevant  assessment  of  the  formation  and 
dispersal  of  Hydrochloric  add  in  an  environment  similar  to  that  in  the  Keys,  The 
DSEIS  does  not  address  the  toxicological  effects  of  unbumed  solid  rocket  propellant 
that  may  remain  in  the  environment  following  a  launch  failure. 

2.  The  reduction  In  the  size  of  the  launch  hazard  ana  (UU)from  4!  miles  to  1.5  miles 
from  the  closest  human  habitation.  No  discussion  was  provided  of  the  rationale  for 
departing  from  established  practice.  We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  school 
and  tho  homes  that  exist  within  4.5  miles  of  the  launch  site. 

3.  77ie  failure  to  discuss  In  a  meaningful  way  the  Impact  that  periodic  milstlc  convoys 
will  have  on  the  vital  artery  that  Is  l/.S.  Route  1.  Size,  speed  and  timing  of  convoys 
are  not  disclosed  nor  are  the  specifics  of  their  Impact  on  traffic  or  emergency  response 
systems. 


P-W-0060 
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01 
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4.  The  natural  biota  of  the  Keys  art  misunderstood  and  understated  The  impact  of  land 
launch  activity  on  wildlife  and  plants  Is  underestimated  An  abundance  of  resource 
materia]  exists  fiom  which  an  accurate  listing  of  biota  can  be  developed  The 
reassessment  described  in  (\ .)  above  will  provide  a  more  accurate  estimate  of  the 
nature  and  dispersal  of  hazardous  materials  from  which  a  better  estimate  of 
environmental  impact  can  be  made. 

5.  Averaging  the  periodic,  night-time  sound  blast  of  a  Hera  launch  into  the  year  round 
low  level  noise  of  the  Keys  In  order  to  reach  the  conclusion  that  it  is  of  no 
constquence  Is  contrived  and  absurd.  The  discussion  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
activity  on  nearby  residents  needs  to  be  rational,  complete  and  credible. 

6.  There  Is  no  assessment  of  the  Impact  of the  proposed  activity  on  real  estate  values 
and  tax  revenues.  The  impact  on  values  and  revenues  as  the  result  of  adopting  the 
land  launch  alternative  requires  assessment  as  does  the  consequence  of  an  accidental 
failure. 


These  are  important  issues  that  need  to  be  acknowledged  and  addressed  In  the  Final  SEIS. 
Sincerely, 

<£7  {wL4rl*~1 

Commissioner  Shirley  Freeman 
Monroe  County,  Florida 


cc:  Ms.  Linda  Ninh  -  Eglin  AFB 
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NUMBER 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 


Dante)  C.  Probert,  P-E. 

372$  Flagler  Avenue 
Key  West,  IX  33840-4529 
(305)294-7243 

After  attending’ the  Key  West  public  forum  on  12  March  199$,  I  feel  that  the  team 
fielded  by  Commissioner  Freeman  presented  a  rather  strong  case  to  show  flaws  in  the  draft 
SE1S.  The  factual  level  of  the  material  presented  might  be  questioned  because  ot  the 
presenter's  emotional  feelings  due  to  their  geographic  ptoidirtty  to  the  proposed  launch 
areas. 

1  have  advocated  a  sea  launch  as  the  preferred  site  almost  since  the  inception  of  the 
program.  It  eliminates  most  of  the  environmental  complaints  since  it  would  move  the 
launch  site  a  significant  geographic  distance  from  any  population. 

I  understand  that  the  Army  is  already  building  an  un-powered  sea  launch  platform. 
They  may  not  be  using  tbe  best  approach,  but  in  any  event  I  think  they  have  the  right 
concept  for  this  geographic  loctrion.  I  would  like  for  the  Army  to  know  that  an  excellent 
maritime  support  activity  exists  in  Key  West  at  the  Naval  Air  Warfere  Center  Detachment 
(NAWCDet). 

Missiles  could  be  assembled  st  Eglin,  loaded  on  the  launch  platform  and  towed  to 
the  desired  launch  location.  They  could  be  highway  transported  to  Bradenton  and  craned 
aboard  the  launch  platform.  Bradenton  (by  Tampa)  has  an  ordnance  handling  area  and  is 
convenient  to  1-75.  Or  they  could  be  trucked  down  to  the  Navy  ordnance  storage  fecifity 
on  Fleming  Key  (near  Key  West)  and  loaded  aboard  subject  platform. 

The  NAWC  Det  has  an  ordnance  certified  vessel  capable  of  oraning  over  100.000 
pounds  with  only  1 2  feet  of  draft.  This  shallow  draft  allows  it  to  utilized  most  dockside 
facilities. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  that  you  move  the  sea  launch  option  up  to  a  preferred 
status  in  your  SEI$.  I  would  also  lie  to  see  a  Memorandum  Of  Understanding  (MOU) 
in  place  with  the  NAWC  Det  and  make  this  program  even  more  of  a  joint  services  project. 
The  NAWC  Det  presently  provides  maritime  services  to  the  Air  Force  to  support  the 
tracking  towers  in  the  Tactical  Air  Combat  Training  System  (TACTS)  range.  These  are 
located  in  an  area  which  would  encompass  a  Ekely  sea  launch  site. 

NOTE:  A  copy  of  an  area  chart  Is  attached.. 


Dan  Probert  3/28/98 
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Lieutenant  General  Lester  Lyles 
Department  of  Defense 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 
7100  Defense  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20301-7100 

Dear  General  Lyles, 

A a  with  all  Environmental  Impact  Stadias  (BIS)  an  economic  impart  survey  must 
be  included.  This  survey  should  Include  not  just  personnel  expenditures,  local 
procurement,  and  salsiy  impacts  but  it  must  include  the  effects  on  real  estate,  both  in 
respect  to  value  up  or  down  and  the  desirability  to  the  human  habitat. 

I  don’t  have  a  dog  [a  this  fight.  1  don’t  own  real  estato  in  the  Cudjoe/Saddlebunch 
area,  and  I  don’t  sell  or  deal  in  real  estate.  I  don't  have  any  interest  In  living  in  the 
Cudjoe/Saddiebunch  area  however  I  do  own  property  and  am  long  time  resident  of  Key 
West  I  am  a  member  of  the  missile  task  force  that  made  e  presentation  March  7,  1 998  in 
Key  West. 

The  proposed  activity  regarding  missile  firing  of  up  to  twelve  per  year  for  ten. 
years  is  a  significantly  active  schedule.  The  proposed  estimate  is  budgeted  at  $6  million 
per  event  and  $720  million  over  the  1.0  year  Life  of  the  testing  program.  All  theac  funds 
will  be  spent  in  and  around  Eglin  AFB.  Less  than  half  of  one  percent  will  be  spent  in  the 
Keys.  According  to  the  SE1S,  this  will  be  spend  on  temporary  duty  (TDY-fcod  and 
lodging)  There  is  no  indication  of  salaries  or  any  fell  time  civil  service  employees  or 
wage  caniers/taxpayers  in  Monroe  County.  I  believe  this  is  the  main  reason  for  the 
glaring  omission  from  the  Air  Force  EI3. 

The  desirability  of  property  and  the  degradation  of  the  environment  in  the  launch 
hazard  areas  (LHA)  has  become  painfully  apparent  The  possibility  of  a  launch  disaster 
has  been  ratcheted  up  considerably.  All  this  will  have  a  negative  impact  on  reel  estate 
values.  A  recent  unscientific  survey  of  Realtors,  appraisers  and  tax  assessors  has 
rendered  some  disturbing  figures.  It  is  estimated  that  a  degradation  of  value  as  much  aa 
20  to  35%  can  occur  under  the  ambitious  testing  schedule.  A  disaster  Could  reduce 
property  values  as  much  as  50  *  60%  depending  on  proximity  to  the  LHA. 

This  loss  includes  commercial,  residential  and  unimproved  property  appraisals  as 
well  as  the  possibility  fer  resale  and  the  desirability  to  relocate  in  the  LHA.  This  will  not 
only  translate  into  serious  financial  toss  to  the  homeowner  bur  to  the  tax  base  in  Monroe 
County. 

The  taxing  districts  oflOOB  and  100C  will  be  the  most  heavily  impacted.  The 
total  value  of  these  two  districts  is  S585  million.  County  tax  revenues  of  $7 .9  million 
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were  collected  in  1 997.  Using  the  degraded  figure  of  20%  reduction  of  value  the  adjusted 
value  would  be  $468  million  and  reduced  taxes  paid  to  Monroe  County  $1 .6  million. 

This  multiplied  by  the  ten  year  proposed  USAF  launch  schedule,  not  adjusted  for 
inflation  or  appreciation  In  today’s  dollars  would  amount  to  a  toss  of  S 1  S.7  million  -  not 
an  insignificant  amount 

In  the  worst  case  example  (and  not  an  unlikely  occurrence),  a  missile  demolition 
within  ten  seconds  of  flight  could  reduce  the  real  estate  values  by  50%  and  possibly 
maVIng  20-50  residences  permanently  uninhabitable.  Extend  to  the  full  LHA  and  the  five 
mile  radius,  the  personal  loss  in  property  values  would  be  $292.5  million  tax  base 
revenues  reduced  to  S3 .9  million.  An  astounding  amount  of  $39.4  million  loss  over  10 
years  (not  adjusted  for  Inflation  in  today's  dollars)  would  be  realized. 

The  omission  of  this  data  in  the  EIS  for  SEIS  Is  unacceptable.  .A  full  reviewxf 
real  estate  values  must  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  and  be  reviewed  by  our  local  tax 
office,  the  real  estate  board  and  the  county  commissioners. 

There  are  absolutely  no  good  reasons  fer  launching  missiles  from  the  Keys  -  not 
environmentally,  not  financially  and  not  logically, 

Sincerely, 

— ~~ 

Richard  Moody 
918  White  Street 
Key  West,  FL  33040 
(305)  296-5624 

ec:  Congressman  Peter  Deutsch 

Representative  Debbie  Horan 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh  -  Eglin  AFB 
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Comment  Sheet 

for  the 

Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD) 

Extended  Test  Range  (ETR) 

Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  — 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR) 

Hunk  you  for  irtendicj  this  meeting-  Pleesc  use  thit  sheet to  •■•rite  down  comments  th«  you 
h»ve  re  girding  the  SEIS.  Your  comments  must  be  received  by  Mi.  Ninh  by  Ajril  3, 1991  to 
dmiro  &ey  arc  considered  in  the  Final  SHIS. 


Pieue  place  form  in  the  comment  box  or  mill  to: 
Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OC/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D.  Ave,  Suite  241 
EgUnAFB.fL  32542^866 
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T*x*co  Exploration  and  Production  Inc  P  Q  Box  60252 
O'fjhcr#  Diviwon  Maw  Ortaans  lA  *0160 

30*  ilA  88 11 


March  31,  1998 


Ms,  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 
205  West  D  Avenue,  Suite  241 
Egiin  AFB,  FL  32578-6866 

Re;  Theater  Mlaiile  Defense-Extended  Test  Range 
Egiin  Gulf  Test  Range 

Supplemental  Environ  mental  Impact  Statement  ISEIS) 

Comments  on  Draft  SETS 

Dear  Ms.  Ninh; 

Texaco  Exploration  and  Production  Inc.  (TEPI)  welcomes  this  opportunity  to  submit 
comments  on  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization’s  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  covering  the  proposed  action  to  enhance  the 
capability  of  the  Egiin  Gulf  Test  Range  (EGTR)  to  conduct  Theater  Missile  Defense 
(TMD)  testing  or  training  activities.  The  Draft  SEIS  supplements  the  TMD  Extended 
Test  Range  Final  EIS  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Space  and  Misaile  Defense  Command 
in  1994. 

TEP1  is  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Texaco  Inc.  a  fully  integrated  intematioiul  energy 
company  engaged  in  all  aspects  of  the  oil  and  gas  business  in  the  United  States  and 
around  the  world.  Texaco  Inc.’s  activities  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  exploring, 
producing  refining,  tranaponing  and  marketing  crude  oil,  natural  gas  ind  various  refined 
products.  Texaco  Inc.  and  certain  of  its  subsidiary  companies  have  held  and  operated  oil 
and  gas  leases  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  since  1936.  TEP1  currently  owns  and  operates 
numerous  federal  and  state  leases  throughout  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  including  leases  located 
in  the  existing  EGTR  and  the  proposed  TMD  launch  hazard,  booster  drop,  and  debris 
impact  areas. 

TEPI  recommends  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  select  the  No-tction 
Alternative  for  the  TMD  program  in  the  EGTR.  Under  this  alternative  no  TMD  tests  or 
training  activities  would  be  conducted  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Current  and  future 
oil  and  gas  activities  would  therefore  not  be  adversely  affected. 

TEPI  has  reviewed  the  Draft  SEIS  as  it  applies  to  oil  and  gss  activities  in  the  proposed 
TMD  launch  hazard,  booster  drop,  and  debris  impact  areas,  known  collectively  as  the 
clearance  areas,  and  is  concerned  about  the  impact  conducting  TMD  testing  and  training 
in  this  area  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  will  have  on  oil  and  gas  activities.  Even  though  there 
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are  only  a  few  federal  leases  currently  located  in  the  clearance  areas,  in  the  future  this 
may  not  be  the  case.  It  is  anticipated  the  United  States  government  will  offer  for  lease, 
under  future  Five  (5)  Leasing  Programs,  federal  acreage  located  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of 
Mexico  Planning  Area.  At  this  time  the  Department  of  the  Interior  plans  to  conduct  one 
lease  sale  (Sale  181)  in  late  2001  covering  only  a  small  portion  of  the  Eastern  Gulf  of 
Mexico  Planning  Area.  It  is  believed  this  will  be  an  extremely  active  tale  as  access  to  the 
Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  continues  to  be  an  Industry  priority.  If  in  fact  oil  and  gas  leasing 
activity  increases  itl  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico,  subsequent  drilling  and  development 
will  follow  increasing  the  possibility  of  conflicts  arising  with  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  activities  including  the  proposed  TMD  training  and  testing  program.  The  impact 
on  future  oil  and  gas  leasing  activity  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  Draft  SEIS. 

It  is  our  understanding  DOD  and  the  Department  of  Interior  (DOI),  a  few  years  ago, 
executed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement/Understanding  regarding  their  respective 
regulated  activities  in  the  EGTR.  As  a  result  of  this  agreement  a  mechanism  was 
established  to  allow  military  and  oil  and  gas  activity  to  be  conducted  in  the  Eastern  Gulf 
of  Mexico  with  minimal  impact  on  DOD  or  DOI  regulated  activities.  Historically  this 
mechanism  has  allowed  oil  and  gas  drilling  to  be  conducted  within  certain  areas  of  the 
EGTR,  at  specific  times,  with  little  interference  with  military  training  and  testing.  There, 
however,  have  been  no  oil  and  gas  discoveries  commercially  developed  to  date  in  federal 
waters  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  even  though  this  is  about  to  change  as  noted  in  the 
Draft  SEIS. 

Federal  leases  located  in  the  EGTR  contain  stipulations  that  specify  obligations  to  the 
military  oil  and  gaa  Leasees  must  address  prior  to  end  during  operations  conducted  on 
any  lease  In  the  EGTR.  The  military  has  requested  operators  of  lease*  in  the  EGTR 
execute  documents  referred  to  as  “Operating  Agreements"  prior  to  beginning  any  activity 
on  a  lease.  These  Operating  Agreements  detail  the  specific  military  obligations  Lessees 
must  address  as  stipulated  in  the  lease.  The  oil  and  gas  industry  has  operated  under  these 
Operating  Agreements  for  many  years  and  understands  the  risk  associated  with 
conducting  oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  EGTR.  What  is  not  dear  is  how  the  proposed 
TMD  testing  and  training  activities  will  effect  the  current  DOD/DOl  undemanding 
regarding  oil  and  gaa  operations  on  existing  and  future  leases  located  in  the  clearance 
areas.  Will  new  stipulations  be  added  to  new  leases  issued  in  the  EGTR?  Will 
regulations  be  modified  to  address  existing  leases  located  in  the  EGTR?  If  new 
operational  procedures  are  to  be  followed,  what  are  those  procedures  and  how  will  those 
new  procedures  impact  future  activities  on  current  and  ftiture  oil  and  gas  leasts? 

In  addition  to  the  above,  we  are  very  concerned  about  the  total  size  of  the  clearance  areas 
proposed  under  the  Draft  SEIS,  A  composite  of  the  clearance  trees  depicts  an  area  that 
encompasses  a  large  portion  of  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  Planning  Area.  If  new 
obligations  are  placed  on  the  oil  and  gas  industry  as  a  result  of  TMD  activities,  and  ihase 
obligations  are  more  prohibitive  and/or  restrictive  than  existing  obligations,  creation  of 
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the  TMD  testing  and  training  area  in  the  East  wo  Gulf  of  Mexico  could  seriously  inhibit 
future  oil  and  gas  leasing,  drilling  and  development  activities. 

Our  final  comments  deal  with  oil  and  gas  developments  located  in  the  clearance  areas 
Even  though  this  is  not  an  immediete  problem,  it  is  one  that  most  likely  will  occur  in  the 
future.  Offshore  in  the  Central  and  Western  Planning  Arena  of  the  Gulf  of  Mtxico,  most 
oil  and  gas  discoveries  have  been  located  in  shallow  water  and  developed  using 
conventional  oil  and  gas  production  systems.  These  systems  have  historically  been  fixed 
legged  platfbnna  attached  to  the  seafloor  with  production  decks  and  facilities  located 
above  the  surface  of  the  water.  Oil  and/or  gas  wells  are  normally  drilled  from  these 
structures  or  from  remote  locations  and  tied  back  to  the  platform  via  pipelines. 
Platforms  typically  remain  in  place  until  production  ceases  and  the  wells  are  permanently 
plugged  and  the  structures  removed.  The  Draft  SE1S  does  not  address  the  specific  impact 
associated  with  traditional  oil  and  gas  production  platforms  located  in  the  TMD  clearance 
area.  Evacuating  personnel  can  be  easily  accomplished  given  proper  advanced  notice; 
however,  protecting  a  structure  that  cannot  be  readily  removed  from  failing  debris  is 
another  matter.  Production  platforms  contain  pipes,  vessels,  tanks,  engines  and  other 
equipment  that  could  be  damaged  or  destroyed  from  falling  debris.  In  addition,  the 
majority  of  the  piping  and  vessels  located  on  platforms  are  under  pressure  and  would  not 
react  favorably  to  being  punctured  or  severely  jarred.  Escaping  natural  gas  or  leaking  oil 
from  damaged  equipment  would  have  a  serious  impact  on  the  environment.  Even  wells 
completed  on  the  seafloor  and  tied  back  to  a  central  production  facility  could  be  in 
jeopardy  of  being  damaged  from  falling  debris  as  that  debris  falls  through  the  water 
column  before  settling  on  rhe  bottom.  These  are  issues  we  believe  need  la  be  addressed 
in  the  Draft  SEIS. 

In  summary,  TEPl  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  SEIS  and 
supports  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization’s  No-action  Alternative  as  the 
preferred  action  to  take  regarding  the  proposed  TMD  testing  and  training  area  in  the 
EGTK 

Should  there  be  any  questions  regarding  the  above,  do  not  hesitate  contacting  the 
undersigned  at  (504)  680-1321  [Fax  No.  (504)  680-6838]  or  by  e-mail  at 


Yours  very  truly, 


i.  Keith  Couviilion 
Land  Manager  -  OCS 

JXC/VlwIWUdoo 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  4 

ATLANTA  FEDERAL  CENTER 
100  ALABAMA  STREET,  S.W. 

ATLANTA,  GEORGIA 30303-31C4 


APS  3  1885' 


Captain  Brian  W.  Moss 
U.S,  Department  ofDetensc 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organ  Ization 
TiOO  Defense  Pentagon 
Washington,  DC  20301-7100 

Subject;  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the 
Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD)  Extended  Test  Range  at  Eglin  Air  Force 
Ba»e.(EAFB)  Gulf. Test  Range  (EG TR),  FL 

Dear  Captain  Moss: 

Pursuant  to  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  Section  102  (2)(C)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEFA),  EPA,  Region  4  lias  reviewed  the  subject  document,  an 
evssiuauon  of  the  potential  consequences  associated  with  development  and  operational 
flight  testing  of  TMD  systems.  Specifically,  the  DSEIS  examines  missile  launch  and 
support  locations,  facility  construction,  launch  preparation  activities,  missile  flight  tests, 
radar  and  optica!  tracking  operations,  and  intercept  tests  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The 
preferred  alternative  involves  the  targeLdtitercepior  launch  from  facilities  at  EAJFB 
together  with  target  launches  from  an  air  configuration  array  or  possibly  a  Navy  ship. 

TMD  missile  testing  is  being  expanded  to  determine  the  capabilities  of  I'.S. 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  weapon  systems  ut  intercept  enemy  missiles  with  medium- 
range  ballistic  characteristics,  l.e.-,  trajectories  of  550  to  1,100  kilometers.  Curreotly  there 
are  no  plans  by  DOD  to  use  EGTR  for  tills  type  testing;  however ,  in  the  event 
circumstances  change  and  use  of  this  facility  becomes  warranted,  its  KEPA  documentation 
would  be  completed, 

EGTR  is  a  logical  rite  for  a  mid-range  test  area.  In  I995.it  conducted 
approximately  10,000  missions  similar  to  those  envisioned  within  this  testing  protocol 
Three  principal  types  of  TMD  training/tesring  activities  were  examined  in  the  DSEIS:  (I) 
target  launches  from  land  et  EAi'B  and/or  from  aircraft  above  the  Gull  of  Mexico,  (2) 
interceptor  launches  from  EAFB  and/or  ships,  (3)  interception  ot  the  target  missile 
(launched  from  Florida  Keys)  by  the  interceptor  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  EGTR.  AU 
constituent  elements  of  the  testing  have  Important  ramifications  which  are  assessed  in  the 
lex 
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Most  tests  would  include  a  launch  of  a  target  missile,  tracking  by  range  and 
interceptor  missile  icniori,  launch  of  an  Interceptor  missile,  Intercept,  and  debris  (missile 
components;  penetration  aids,  etc.)  impact  Into  the  Culf  of  Mexico.  The  ‘•'intercept  box’s" 
remote  location  together  with  its  restricted  access  during  testing  limit  the  more  obvious 
societal  concerns.  Aliociated  safety  considerations  and  procedures  to  address  them  have 
been  elaborately  devised  and  are  noted  for  rigor.»us  enforcement  For  example, 
notwithstanding  their  great  distance  from  the  thore,  debris  impact  and  booster  drop  arees 
are  repeatedly  modeled  for  most  likely  “splash-down"  locations.  Moreover,  the  area  will  be 
cleared  prior  to  and  during  teeting  Via  standard  notification  procedures.  Similar 
determination!  are  made  in/around  the  launch  rite  to  maximize  the  safety  of  mission 
personnel  and  adjacent  residents  during  the  test  periods. 

If/when  DOD  begins  teeting,  maximum  use  would  be  made  of  existing  infrastructure 
and  facilities  et  ground-based  launch  sites.  Modification  and/or  any  new  construction 
needs  would  be  relatively  small;  in  many  cases  the  launch  vehicles  are  motorized,  portable 
structures  which  are  merely  moved  after  launch  events.  Road,  rail,  and  air  transportation 
will  be  necessary  tp  bring  components  to  launch  sites,  but  volumes  are  considered 
incidental  in  comparison  to  existing  traffic  on  roadway  systems  servicing  the  area.  Given 
the  value  of  the  launch  equipment,  stringent  safety  monitoring  is  in  place  during  transport. 
The  same  restriction!  are  In  force  for  transporting  the  missile  propellents  and  other 
associated  hazardous  materials  necessary  to  operate  the  various  missile  systems. 

To  add  an  additional  measure  of  safety  to  the  proposed  testing,  offshore  launch 
platforms  could  be  used  to  enlarge  the  safety  cleir  zone  during  actual  testing.  These 
structure*  would  involve  incrementally  more  construction  impacts  than  the  short-  based 
mobile  vans  which  are  merely  parked  on  existing  hardstands.  However,  long-term  adverse 
effects  of  the  structure,  per  se,  are  probably  negligible  and  would  compare  to  an 
equivalently-elzed  fishing  pier.  In  fact,  It  was  assumed  that  chese  platforms  may  function 
as  habitat  (vertical  structure)  after  construction  uctiyltits  subjlde.  Further,  their  use  would 
obviate  the  relatively  minor  wetland  imparts  at  the  land  based  Interceptor  launch  site,  viz., 
A-15  and  D-3A.  More  importantly,  the  need  to  recurrently  restrict  vehicle  traffic  during 
launches  would  be  removed.  On  tfre  other  hand,  the  impact(s)  of  air  emissions  from  missile 
engines  on  local  water  quality  and  associated  biota  remain  undetermined,  but  should  be 
examined  in  the  final  document.  We  suggest  that  a  long-term  monitoring  plan  he 
developed  to  ascertain  the  imparts  of  these  emissions. 

Air  drop  and  ship  target  launch  testing  modes  appear  to  have  lesser  overall 
impact(s)  than  their  ahore-based  counterparts.  More  importantly,  tbe  locietal  implications 
anociated  with  using  tbe  launch  site  at  Saddlebunch/Cudjoe  Key  would  be  eliminated 
However,  there  are  other  considerations  which  must  be  taken  Into  account,  viz.,  strategic 
arms  treaty  (START)  stipulations.  For  example,  while  the  technology  to  launch  long-range 
target  railllles  from  a  towed  ship  platform  Is  available,  their  use  would  have  to  be  restricted 
to  t  6D0-ldlomeier  arc  to  avoid  treaty  violations.  Use  of  platforms  to  launch  targets  is 
similarly  restricted.  Hence,  all  technically  practical  options  are  not  necessarily  available  for 
other  compelling  reasons. 
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While  letting  a ctiviliei  in  the  mld-Gulf  do  nol  affect  the  public  at  large,  there  are 
neverlhtltH  some  impacts,  Shipping  and  commercial  airline  interest  must  take  these  tests 
into  consideration  when  planning  schedules  and  routes.  Since  this  could  be  a  new  mission, 
there  is  an’additive  effect  to  its  implementation.  It  was  noted  that  these  tests  would  add 
approximately  100  Hours  to  the  current  use  of  the  existing  restricted  areas.  The 
significance  of  this  incresse  remains  to  he  determine,  but  is  unavoidable. 

Target  launches  from  Santa  Rosa/Cape  San  Bias,  would  result  in  direct  adverse 
impacts  to  wetland  habitat  and  possible  disturbance  of  sensitive  species  by  increased 
human  activity.  Additional  construction  would  convert  leu  than  10  acres  of  natural  areas 
to  various  testing  facilities.  Launch  emissions  oonfaining  elevated  concentrations  of 
hydrogen  chloride  may  cause  some  leaf  necrosis  beyond  the  construction  site.  Heat 
generated  by  the  rocket  motor  during  lift-off  may  alao  cause  some  adverse  cffecls  to 
adjacent  vegetation,  but  the  EIS  did  not  consider  these  significant  impacts.  Overall,  the 
effects  of  TMD  testing  can  be  mitigated  by  design  changes,  or  if  that  proves  infeasible,  by 
compensation.  However,  in  our  opinion,  there  are  a  few  instances,  e.g.,  noise  effects  on 
wildlife  and  permanent  removal  of  vegetation ,  where  the  impacts  appear 
unavoidable/unmitlgatible  and  would  just  hive  to  be  considered  a  cost  of  the  TMD 
training. 

On  the  basis  of  our  review;  a  rating  of  “EC-2"  has  been  assigned  the  preferred 
alternative.  That  is,  we  have  some  of  environmental  concerns  about  the  future  testing 
using  the  air/sea  launch  options;  some  additional  Informaliun/exposlllon  In  the  final 
document  will  be  necessary,  However,  in  the  event  that  land-based  target  launches  from 
the  Florida  Keys  were  to  become  an  active  alternative,  our  reservations  would  be 
pronounced.  The  objections  we  have  in  this  regard  are  detailed  in  the  attached  Comments. 
If  the  litter  scenario  eventuates,  we  suggest  that  additional  NEPA  coordination  both  with 
the  public  and  federaUState  agencies  will  have  to  be  accomplished. 

If  you  wish  to  discuss  this  matter  further,  Dr.  Gerald  J.  Miller  (404-562-9626)  of  my 
staff  will  serve  as  initial  point  of  contact. 
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Sincerely  yours, 

Heinz  J'.  Mueller,  Chief 

Office  of  Environmental  Assessment 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

We  believe  that  there  are  practical  alternatives  to  the  use  of  the  Florida  Keys 
launching  sites.  It  Is  our  understanding  that  the  U.S.  Army  Xsvajalein  Atoll  long-range  test 
facility  in  the  Pacific  can  deal  with  targets  with  flight  distances  greater  than  1,100  km  (683 
miles).  With  modification,  this  facility  could  accommodate  testing  missiles  with  the  theater 
flight  parameters  with  acceptable  locletaL/envfranmental  outcomes.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Saddlebuncb  and  Cudjoe  Key  options  could  have  some  significant  consequences  to  the 
Keys  and  especially  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  (FKNMS). 

ThiJ  preserve  was  created  with  the  signing  of  HR5909  (Public  Law  101-605,  Florida 
Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  Protection  Act)  on  1 6  November  1990.  The 
Sanctuary  encomptssei  2,800  square  nautical  miles  of  nearshore  waters  extending  from 
just  south  of  Miami  to  the  Dry  Tortugas.  The  designation  was  made  in  recognition  of  Its 
unique  character  and  diversity  of  the  marine  environments.  NOAA  has  prepared  a  Final 
Management  PlanfEirvironineniil  Impact  Statement  for  the  FKNMS  that  vtaa 
implemented  on  July  t,  1997.  The  Wsler  Quality  Protection  Program  for  the  Sanctuary 
that  was  prepared  by  EPA  and  the  State  of  Florida  at  the  direction  of  Congress  is  included 
in  the  Final  Management  Plan. 

Missiles  launched  from  iftes  In  the  Florida  Keys  would  conflict  with  goals, 
objectives,  mandates,  and  regulations  of  the  FKNMS.  This  operational  clash  Includes: 

Further  degradation  of  the.  wilderness  character  of  the  Florida  Keys  “back 
country",  i.e.,  virtually  all  of  the  unoccupied  vegetated  areas  surrounding  the 
proposed  sites  in  the  Keys,  are  jurisdictional  wetlands  snd  sea  grass  beds  regulated 
by  State  and  federal  laws.  In  addition,  federal  and  State  threatened  species  have 
been  reported  from  the  lower  Keys  and  the  area  surrounding  the  srostat  facility  on 
Cudjoe  Key;  the  latter  has  been  designated  a*  Critical  Habitat  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  The  proposed  launch  sites  are  in  or  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  Great  White  Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge  which  was  designated  by 
Congress  as  a  “Wilderness,”  NOAA  using  the  FKNMS  process  Is  mandated  to 
protect  resources  of  the  Keys  from  adverse  effects.  This  Includes  assuring  the 
health,  integrity  ,  and  continued  availability  of  the  ecological,  recreational,  research, 
education,  historical,  snd  aesthetic  resources  and  qualities  of  these  areas.  In  our 
opinion,  construction  and  operation  uf  missile  launching  facilities  at  the  proposed 
locations  in  the  Keys  Is  not  consistent  with  the  wilderness  character  and  other,  more 
environmentally  friendly  uses  of  these  environs. 

Damage  to  sensitive  plant  and  animal  resources  is  likely.  The  impacts  of 
approximately  U  launcheaper  year  for  ten  years  could  result  in  significant  and 
long-lasring  detrimental  impacts  to  vegetation  and  marine  life.  In  addition,  water 
quality  could  be  detrimentally  affected.  Chemical  fallout  from  solid  fuel  target 
missiles  includes  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  compounds  that  could  lead 
to  plant  mortality  within  the  fallout  zone.  The  potential  physical  impacts  duo  to  an 
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accidental  eiplojion  at  the  launch  pad  could  have  long-term  effects  an  surrounding 
vegetation  and  animal  communities.  Notie  from  missile  launches  would  have 
negative  impacts  on  bird  and  animal  life  (roosting,  nesting,  feeding  and  breeding 
behaviors)  and  the  tranquility  of  the  wilderness.  Increased  numbers  and  activities 
of  aircraft  and  vessels  In  the  launch  and  target  zones  increase  the  chance  of 
negatively  impacting  wildlife  resources.  All  proposed  launch  sites  in  the  Keys  are 
adjacent  to  shallow  waters;  Improper  vessel  activities  In  those  areas  couid  result  In 
propeller  dredging,  seagrass/coralimpacls,  vessel  groundings,  and  other  damages  to 
the  ecological  resources, 

If  you  wiili  to  discuss  any  of  the  above  matters  in  greater  detail,  Dr.  Bill  Kruczynski, 
EPA  Program  Scientist,  at  the  FKNMS  can  be  contacted  at  (305)  743-0537. 

Relative  to  air  quality,  it  does  nn(  appear  as  if  any  of  the  subject  testing/training  activities 
will  negatively  impact  the  continued  attainment  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  (NAA.QS).  However,  a  minor  error  was  noted  in  Table  3.1.3-1-Natlonal  and 
Florida  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  The  new  standard  for  ozone  is  an  eight-hour 
standard  during  which  time  the  average  can  oot  exceed  0.08  ppm.  The  one-hour  standard, 
which  is  still  in  effect  in  existing  ozone  nonanainment  areas  elsewhere,  is  0.12  ppm 
averaged  over  one  hour.  The  table  transposes  the  two  standards;  however,  It  was  noted 
that  the  EGTR  area  is  in  attainment  for  other  slsndards.  If  you  wish  to  discuss  any  air 
issues  further,  Mr.  Dale  Aspy  (404-562-0041)  will  serve  is  point  of  concact. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  AND  COMPLIANCE 

Richard  B.  Russell  Federal  Building 
75  Spring  Street,  S.W. 

Atlanta,  Georgia  30303 


April  14,  1998 


ER-98/146 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
46  OG/OGM-TMD 

205  West  “D"  Ave.,  Suite  241 
Eglin  AFB,  FL  32578-6866 

RE:  DSEIS  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range 
Eglin  AFB,  FL 

Dear  Ms.  Ninh: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  referenced 
document,  as  requested.  The  enclosed  comments  are  a  compilation  of 
comments  received  from  the  bureaus  within  this  Department. 

If  there  are  questions  related  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
please  contact  Bruce  Bell,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  at  404/679- 
7089.  If  there  are  questions  related  to  oil  and  gas  leasing 
operations,  please  contact  Archie  Melancon  at  703/787-1547.  If  you 
have  other  questions  concerning  these  comments,  you  may  reach  me  at 
404/331-4524  . 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  supplement  EIS. 


Sincerely , 


James  H.  Lee 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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THEATER  MISSILE  DEFENSE  EXTENDED  TEST  (TMD)  RANGE 
EGLIN  GULF  TEST  RANGE  (EGTRJ 
EGLIN  AFB ,  FLORIDA 

ER-98/146 


The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  believes  the  current  document 
does  not  adequately  address  concerns  regarding  potential  effects  to 
Federal  trust  resources  and  land  management  responsibilities.  The 
effect  of  ground  vibrations  from  missile  or  interceptor  launches  on 
wildlife,  specifically  federally  listed  sea  turtle  embryos  and 
hatchlings,  still  needs  to  be  evaluated.  Data  from  the  space 
shuttle  and  Titan/Delta  rocket  launches  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  and 
their  potential  effects  on  sea  turtles  nestinq  on  nearby  Canaveral 
National  Seashore  could  be  used  for  comparison. 

The  effects  of  launch  activities  (e.g. ,  human  disturbances,  noise 
impacts)  on  the  following  species  nesting  within  the  five-mile 
radius  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Areas  (LHA)  for  Eglin  AFB  (Santa  Rosa 
Island  and  Cape  San  Bias)  needs  to  be  evaluated:  loggerhead  sea 
turtle  (Caretta  caretta) ,  green  sea  turtle  (Chalonia  mydas) ,  and 
bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) . 

The  effects  of  pre-launch  and  launch  activities  on  populations  of 
the  following  species  existing  within  the  LHA  for  both  Cudjoe  Key 
and  Saddlebunch  Key  needs  to  be  evaluated:  silver  rice  rat 
( Oryzomys  argentatus ) ;  Lower  Keys  marsh  rabbit  ( Sylvilagus 
palustris  hefneri);  transient  Key  deer  (odocoileus  virginianus 
clavium ) ;  bald  eagle;  and  eastern  indigo  snake  ( Drymarchon  corais 
coupeci) .  These  activities  could  interfere  with  the  FWS's  recovery 
efforts  for  listed  species  in  the  Keys,  such  as  repatriating  the 
Key  deer  to  Cudjoe  Key. 

The  effects  of  prelaunch  and  launch  activities  on  shorebird  and 
wading  bird  rookeries  within  the  LHA  for  both  the  Florida  panhandle 
and  the  Florida  Keys  needs  to  be  evaluated.  Avifauna,  especially 
in  the  Florida  Keys,  are  already  subjected  to  significant  stress 
from  noise  and  disturbance.  Currently,  nesting  populations  of 
wading  birds  are  continuously  disturbed  by  the  ever  increasing 
presence  of  humans,  such  as  tour  boats  around  their  rookeries. 
Furthermore,  as  nesting  birds  take  flight  in  response  to  prelaunch 
and  launch  activities,  they  leave  their  nests  exposed  to  predators, 
such  as  the  magnificent  frigatebird  (Fregata  magnificens) ,  and  to 
the  elements.  Flushing  birds  unnecessarily  expend  valuable  energy 
that  may  otherwise  be  used  for  huntinq,  foraqinq,  and/or 
maintenance.  Thus,  the  launching  of  target  missiles  from  land- 
based  facilities  in  the  Florida  Keys  is  another  level  of  stress 
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these  birds  must  endure.  The  cumulative  effect  of  these  existing 
stresses  along  with  the  added  stress  from  the  proposed  action  may 
result  in  changing  the  reproductive  behavior  of  nesting  birds 
(e.g.,  decreased  fecundity)  and  force  them  to  seek  other  potential 
nest  areas,  which  are  becoming  increasingly  limited  in  availability 
and  suitability.  Details  of  the  specific  mitigative  measures 
designed  to  ameliorate  these  effects  are  lacking  in  the  document. 

The  proposed  action  is  inconsistent  with  the  Congressional 
designation  of  “wilderness  areas’  for  2,278  and  1,900  acres  in  the 
Great  White  Heron  NWR  and  National  Key  Deer  Refuge,  respectively. 
Specifically,  wilderness  areas  are  “an  area  of  Federal  land 
retaining  its  primeval  character  and  influence,  without  permanent 
habitation,  which  is  protected  and  managed  so  as  to  preserve  its 
natural  conditions  such  that  it  (1)  generally  appears  to  have  been 
affected  primarily  by  the  forces  of  nature,  with  the  imprint  of 
man's  work  substantially  unnoticeable;  and  (2)  has  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and  unconfined  type  of 
recreation  .  .  (Wilderness  Act  of  1964) .  Furthermore, 
“wilderness  areas.  .  .  shall  be  administered  in  such  a  manner  as 
will  leave  them  unimpaired  for  future  use  and  enjoyment  as 
wilderness'  (50  CFR  35.2). 

The  effects  of  the  proposed  action  (e.g.,  visual  pollution  of 
wilderness  areas,  the  impact  on  wilderness  solitude,  the 
recreational  and  economic  impact  to  the  highly  desired  “wilderness 
experience")  on  wildlife  and  human  users  in  federally-designated 
areas  (e.g.,  Great  White  Heron  NWR,  Florida  Keys  National  Marine 
Sanctuary,  wilderness  areas)  needs  to  be  evaluated. 

The  document  should  identify  ongoing  natural  resource  monitoring 
and  management  programs  at  Cape  San  Bias  and  Santa  Rosa  Island. 
Eglin  AFB  has  a  history  of  strong  environmental  management  and  much 
of  their  existing  programs  may  need  to  be  continued  or  expanded  to 
address  endangered  species  issues  regarding  the  project. 

Furthermore,  a  more  complete  description  of  potential  mitigative 
actions  to  reduce  impacts  on  federally  listed  species  should  be 
included  in  the  document.  These  actions  could  include  changes  in 
TMD  activity  protocol  and  schedules  during  species  reproductive  or 
migration  seasons  (sea  turtles  and  shorebirds) ,  incorporation  of 
existing  FWS  management  guidelines  (bald  eagle) ,  and  studies  to 
determine  or  evaluate  effects  of  the  proposed  action  (e.g.,  noise, 
vibration,  and  human  presence)  and  implementation  of  remedial 
actions  as  necessary. 

The  document  contains  little  discussion  of  oil  and  gas  operations 
in  the  Eastern  Gulf,  and  the  conclusion  that  "TMD  activities  would 
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have  little  effact  on  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  use  in  the  Gulf 
Of  Mexico"  Inaction  3,2..?x  page  is  not  supported.  The  DSEIS 
does  not  adequately  evaluate  the  impacts  of  the  proposal  to  oil  and 
gas  operations  in  the  Eastern  Gulf.  To  improve  the  analysis,  we 
encourage  a  more  extensive  coordination  with  Minerals  Management 
Service  (MMS) .  The  document  also  does  not  address  alternatives 
which  would  allow  oil  and  gas  activities  to  proceed  with  minimal 
interference  from  the  proposal  such  as  modified  impact  areas, 
timing  of  missile  testing  activities  and  oil  and  gas  activities,  or 
some  combination  of  these  two  and  perhaps  other  procedures. 
Additional  consultation  between  the  MMS  and  the  Air  Force  would  be 
useful  to  develop  alternatives  and/or  mitigating  measures  which 
will  allow  both  oil  and  gas  operations  and  missile  testing  without 
unduly  interfering  with  either  use  of  the  area  and  to  improve  the 
analysis  in  the  SEIS  regarding  reasonably  foreseeable  oil  and  gas 
activities  and  the  cumulative  effects  of  OCS  oil  and  gas  activities 
and  DOD  activities. 

The  Air  Force  proposes  to  conduct  24  test  events  per  year  over  a  10 
year  period  (except  in  1999  when  it  conducts  55  tests)  from  all 
test  ranges.  The  number  of  test  events  per  year  if  carried  out 
without  close  cooperation  with  MMS,  poses  a  significant  conflict 
with  exploration  for  oil  and  gas  resources.  Drilling  for  these 
resources  may  take  up  to  150  days  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
During  that  time  period  drilling  rigs/ships  are  rarely  easily 
evacuated  or  moved  from  the  site.  The  preferred  alternative  in 
Section  2.2. 1.1.  would  impact  98  leases  within  the  Eastern  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  with  the  proposed  TMD  testing  schedule,  without  the 
consideration  of  additional  alternatives  or  mitigation,  it  could 
prevent  or  hinder  oil  and  gas  exploration  on  those  leases. 

The  analysis  is  based  on  the  current  status  of  activity  in  the  EGOM 
and  not  on  potential  OCS  build-out  which  will  likely  occur  during 
the  life  of  the  missile  testing  program.  when  assessing  the  impact 
to  OCS  oil  and  gas  activities,  the  SEIS  states  that,  ‘No  surface 
structures  associated  with  oil  and  gas  extraction  are  currently 
located  in  the  EGOM  planning  area."  However  over  the  life  of  the 
testing  program,  OCS  platforms  could  be  sited  in  the  Air  Force's 
"Interceptor  Debris  and  Evacuation"  areas.  Omitting  this 
information  and  associated  impact  analysis  is  an  oversight  that 
could  affect  the  conclusion  of  "little  effect  to  oil  and  gas  use. 

Oil  and  gas  operations  are  only  mentioned  in  two  tables  and  in 
section  3.2.7  (Gulf  of  Mexico:  Land  and  Water  Uafil •  There  is  no 
discussion  of  the  economic  implications  of  conflicts  between  this 
proposal  and  oil  and  gas  activities  (indeed  the  only 
"socioeconomic"  discussion  involves  commercial  fishinq);  there  is 
no  mention  of  airspace  use  conflicts  with  oil  and  gas  related 


helicopter  flights;  safety  to  oil  and  gas  operations  and 
structures  is  not  addressed;  nor  is  there  any  discussion  of 
transportation  in  general  involving  oil  and  gas  activities.  In 
addition,  the  SEIS  omitted  other  analysis  such  as:  economic 
impacts  associated  with  enhanced  structural  design,  construction 
delays,  production  delays,  personnel  evacuation;  impact  to  routine 
operations  such  as  hampered  support  vessel  transit  (air  and  water) 
during  testing,  impeded  platform  construction,  and  halted 
production;  impacts  to  human  safety  and  platform  integrity  from 
debris  striking  a  platform;  impacts  to  the  existing  and  future 
leases  (e.g..  Could  this  testing  program  inhibit  existing  lessees 
from  exercising  lease  rights?  Will  new  mitigation  be  required  of 
leases  issued  from  Sale  181?) . 

The  current  5-year  OCS  leasing  program  schedules  only  one  OCS  lease 
sale  in  the  Eastern  Gulf.  This  sale  is  currently  scheduled  for 
late  2001.  The  decision  process  for  that  sale,  lasting  about  3 
years,  will  begin  with  a  Call  for  information  and 
Nominations/Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  EIS  and  will  include 
extensive  consultations  with  the  States,  Federal  Agencies,  and 
other  interested  parties.  This  proposed  sale  may  result  in  the 
issuance  of  additional  leases  in. the  Eastern  Gulf,  followed  by  as 
yet  unknown  levels  of  exploration  and  development  activity.  A 
decision  on  whether  or  not  there  may  be  additional  lease  sales 
scheduled  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  in  the  future  will  be  made  in  the 
context  of  the  development  of  the  next  5-year  program  which  would 
cover  the  years  2002-2007.  There  are  a  number  of  currently  active 
leases  in  the  Eastern  Gulf.  Considerable  exploration  has  already 
been  accomplished,  and  development  plans  are  being  formulated.  The 
DSEIS  needs  to  address  these  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  and 
how  the  proposal  will  impact  them. 

The  DSEIS  does  not  address  pre-lease  geological  or  geophysical 
activities  in  the  EGOM  area.  Permits  are  issued  to  companies  to 
collect  data  and  information.  Stipulations  attached  to  a  G&G 
permit  require  the  operator  to  coordinate  there  use  in  an  area  with 
the  various  military  groups  that  require  notification.  The  effects 
of  evacuation  on  seismic  activities  should  be  addressed. 

SPECIFIC.  gCMMEMTS 

Fags  3r~38  •  The  correct  spelling  for  the  Gulf  sturgeon  is  Acipanser 
oxyrinchus  desotoi.  The  Santa  Rosa  beach  mouse  should  also  be 
included  in  the  list  of  mammals  occurring  on  Santa  Rosa  Island. 

Page.  3-39.  Table  3. 1.3-1:  polionatus  should  be  polionotus . 
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Page  3-61  ,  f  5 :  It  should  be  mentioned  that  Site  D-3A  is  also 
within  the  nest  protection  zone  as  identified  in  the  FWS's  habitat 
management  guidelines  for  bald  eagles.  The  guidelines  recommend 
limitations  on  activities  that  could  affect  bald  eagles  depending 
on  the  time  of  year,  type  of  activity,  and  distance  from  the  nest. 

Page  3-21B:  The  SEIS  inaccurately  describes  the  jurisdiction  of 
air  regulation.  In  Section  3. 2. 1.2  Region  of  Influence,  Air 
Pollution  Emissions  Sources,  the  first  paragraph  states,  '‘Platform 
emissions  are  controlled  by  Outer  Continental  Shelf  regulations." 
Although  the  OCSLA  regulates  OCS  facilities  in  the  Western  and 
Central  Gulf  of  Mexico,  it  does  not  cover  those  located  offshore 
Florida.  The  sentence  should  be  replaced  with:  "Jurisdiction  over 
OCS-related  emissions  is  shared:  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  regulates  OCS  emissions  offshore  Florida  and  the  U.s, 
Department  of  the  Interior  regulates  OCS  emissions  offshore  the 
remaining  Gulf  Coast  States." 

Page  7.  *  3:  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  live-bottom  habitats  in 
addition  to  coral  and  bank  reef  habitats  should  be  described.  The 
Minerals  Management  Service  has  funded  numerous  studies  to  identify 
and  describe  these  habitats. 

Page  3-298:  Some  of  the  SEIS's  descriptions  of  OCS  activities  in 
the  EGOM  Planning  Area  are  either  unneeded,  out-of-date,  or 
incomplete.  The  discussion  about  Pensacola  Block  889  is 
unnecessary  because  Mobil  Oil  does  not  intend  to  proceed  with 
exploratory  drilling  and  this  discussion  could  be  deleted. 

Page  3-?98.  S  3:  The  information  regarding  Chevron's  Destin  Dome  56 
Unit  Development  and  Production  Plan  completeness  review  is  out  of 
date.  The  plan  proposes  a  manned  Central  Production  Facility 
complex  with  14  satellite  platforms  spread  over  10  blocks  with 
numerous  flowlines  to  connect  the  platforms  as  well  as  a  30"  export 
pipeline.  It  was  deemed  complete  by  the  MMS  on  August  12,  1997. 
The  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  August  22,  1997.  The  EIS  process  will  take  about  2 
years.  The  MMS  has  provided  the  Air  Force  and  it's  EIS  contractor 
with  extensive  information  concerning  the  DD  56  Unit;  however,  the 
information  was  not  considered.  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  Table 
ES-2  the  alternative  to  test  over  Matagorda  Island,  Texas,  was 
eliminated  because  of  the  lack  of  "appropriate  safety  areas, 
trajectories  overfly  existing  oil  rigs.”  Yet,  the  18  proposed 
structures  in  the  DD  56  unit  are  not  considered. 

Additionally,  the  OEDC  Exploration  and  Production  discussion  is 
incomplete  because  it  does  not  mention  the  future  surface 
structures  associated  with  that  project.  If  these  changes  are  made 
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to  the  overview,  the  SEIS  will  have  a  “scenario"  to  more  accurately 
evaluate  the  full  impact  of  its  testing  program  on  OCS  activities. 

Other  OCS  activity  information  presented  in  the  EIS  is  not  used  in 
the  evaluation.  For  example,  the  SEIS  lists  the  right-of-way 
applications  associated  with  constructing  three  pipelines  in  the 
EGOM  but  does  not  assess  impacts  to  the  future  pipe 
laying/construction  activities  from  any  of  the  potential  impact 
sources  of  the  testing  program  (e.g.,  evacuation  of  surface 
vessels) .  Further,  the  information  on  the  plans  for  Destin  Dome  1 
and  2  and  Pensacola  881  is  out  of  date.  These  were  approved 
September  5,  1997.  The  discussion  should  include  details  regarding 
the  proposed  facilities.  MMS  has  also  recently  been  informed  that 
further  development  activities  may  be  proposed  in  the  near  future 
in  this  area. 

Pages  3-373.  ^  5:  Information  on  nesting,  foraging,  wading,  and 
colonial  birds  is  incomplete. 

Page  3-382.  IT  3:  Again,  information  on  nesting,  foraging,  wading, 
and  colonial  birds  is  incomplete. 

Page  3-391.  Figure  3.3.3-1Q:  The  figure  is  inaccurate  and  the 
rookery  data  is  incomplete.  For  example,  many  of  the  rookeries  are 
depicted  in  open  water. 

Page  3-4QQ,  Figure  3.3.3-15:  As  before,  the  figure  is  inaccurate, 
the  rookery  data  is  incomplete,  and  rookeries  are  depicted  in  open 
water . 

Page  3-433.  3  1:  Wildlife  Management  Areas  of  the  Florida  Keys 
National  Marine  Sanctuary  were  adopted  zones  originally  designated 
in  the  1992  Management  Agreement  for  Submerged  Lands  (MA-44-088) 
between  the  FWS  and  the  State  of  Florida  t  or  the  specific 
management  of  critical  habitat. 

Page  3-439.  Figure  3. 3.7-7:  Federal  lands  should  be  distinguished 
between  military  property  and  conservation,/ preservation  lands. 

Page  3-445.  Figure  3.3.7-10:  Again,  Federal  lands  should  be 
distinguished  between  military  property  and 
conservation/preservation  lands. 

Page  3-53Q:  There  is  no  mention  of  oil  and  gas  activities  in 
Section  3.4  (Relationship  Between  Uses  of  the  Environment  and  the 
Maintenance  and  Enhancement  of  Long-Term  Productivity) ,  even  though 
subsections  include  such  topics  as  "Airspace  Use",  "Geology  and 
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Soils'* ,  "Land  and  Water  Use",  "Safety",  "Socioeconomics" ,  and 
"Transportation"  . 

Tables  3,3. 13-1 &  13-2:  The  Forest  Service's  Visual  Resource 
Management  System  may  be  an  inappropriate  tool  to  rate  the  scenic 
attractiveness  of  the  Florida  Keys'  “backcountry"  and  mangrove 
habitats. 

Appendix  A:  The  MMS  Gulf  of  Mexico  Region  should  be  added  as  an 
agency  to  be  notified  for  upcoming  launch  activities.  The  MMS  is 
not  listed  in  Appendix  A,  page  1-11. 

Appendix  B:  The  OCS  Lands  Act  (43  U.S.C.  1331-1356,  as  amended) 
should  be  mentioned  in  Appendix  B  (Laws  and  Regulations 
Considered);  it  was  not. 

Apj5>fiJldij!L_D :  Appendix  D  (Draft  Air  Drop  Environmental  Assessment) 
should  consider  oil  and  gas  operations. 

Appendix  I:  The  Draft  Evacuation  Plan  does  not  mention  oil  and  gas 
operations  specifically;  it  should,  since  moving  personnel  out  of 
the  area  and  securing  platforms  and  equipment  (if  such  is  possible 
considering  the  operations  in  question  here)  is  not  a  trivial 
matter  and  will  require  considerable  advance  notice  and  will  entail 
considerable  costs. 

Appendix  L:  Information  regarding  the  distinction  between 
loggerhead  nesting  sub-populations  and  recovery  potential  should  be 
included  in  the  narrative.  This  is  based  on  genetics  studies 
conducted  by  Brian  Bowen  and  his  associates  at  the  University  of 
Florida.  This  information  provides  support  on  the  importance  of 
conserving  the  Florida  panhandle  sea  turtle  population. 

After  reviewing  the  document,  FWS  is  still  concerned  with  the 
potential  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  As  a  cooperating  agency  in  the  NEPA  process, 
FWS  attempted  to  identify  gaps  in  the  information  provided  within 
the  document  as  well  as  to  note  any  inaccuracies.  Specifically, 
the  document  does  not  provide  the  mitigative  measures  necessary  to 
offset  adverse  effects  to  trust  resources  and  land  management 
responsibilities  as  a  result  of  target  launch  activities  proposed 
in  the  Florida  panhandle  and,  in  particular,  the  Florida  Keys. 
Furthermore,  FWS  does  not  believe  that  the  adverse  effects  (e.g., 
noise  impacts  to  nesting  avifauna)  of  launching  target  missiles 
from  the  Keys  can  be  ameliorated.  As  such,  the  Draft  SEIS  is 
incomplete  in  its  current  form.  FWS  will  continue  to  coordinate 
with  your  agency  prior  to  completing  the  Final  SEIS  on  fish  and 
wildlife  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the 
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environmental  review  process.  The  FWS  recommends  that  the  Florida 
Keys  be  eliminated  from  consideration  as  an  alternative  launch  site 
for  target  missiles  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

While  development  and  testing  of  missile  defense  systems  and  other 
DOD  activities  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  are  very  important,  the  OCS  oil 
and  gas  program  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  including  the  Eastern  Gulf, 
is  also  of  importance  to  the  nation.  While  MMS  believes  the 
impacts  of  this  proposal  to  activities  associated  with  OCS  oil  and 
gas  activities  are  not  "negligible"  as  stated  in  the  DSEIS,  we 
believe  that,  with  additional  analysis  of  potential  impacts  and 
reasonable  mitigating  measures,  that  potential  impacts  can  be 
avoided  or  minimized.  Decisions  by  DOD  and  DOI  regarding  the 
near-  and  long-term  effects  of  their  respective  programs  in  the 
Eastern  Gulf  should  be  made  based  on  complete  and  sound  information 
and  in  the  context  of  the  importance  of  these  programs  to  the 
National  interest. 
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ST  Alt  Of  FtORlOA. 

department  of  community  affairs 

" Helping  Floridians  create  safe,  vibrant ,  sustainable  communities’ 

LAWTON  CHHE5  JAMCSf.MURLIY 

Governor 


April  13,  1998 


Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

Department  of  Defense 

46  OG/OGM-TMD 

205  West  D  Avenue,  Suite  241 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Florida  32578-6866 

RE.  U.S.  Air  Force  -  Department  of  Defense  -  Theater  Missile  Defense  (TMD)  Extended 
Test  Range  -  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range  and  Notice  of  Availability  for  Proposed  TMD  Test  Programs  -  Florida 
SAI:  FL9612240949CR 


Dear  Ms.  Ninh: 

The  Florida  State  Clearinghouse,  pursuant  to  Presidential  Executive  Order  12372, 

Gubernatorial  Executive  Order  95-359,  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act,  16  U.S.C.  §§  145-1-1464. 
as  amended,  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  42  U.S.C.  §§  4321.  4331-4335,  4341-4347, 
as  amended,  has  coordinated  a  review  of  the  above-referenced  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DSE1S). 

The  Department  of  Community  Affairs  (Department),  designated  as  the  State's  lead  coastal 
agency  pursuant  to  section  306  of  the  federal  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act.  16  U.S.C.  section 
1456(c),  and  section  380.22,  Florida  Statutes  (F.S.),  hereby  notifies  the  Air  Force  that  implementation 
of  the  preferred  alternative  identified  in  the  DSE1S  is  consistent  with  the  Florida  Coastal  Management 
Program  (FCMP).  However,  based  on  the  information  contained  in  the  DSEIS,  implementation  of  any 
alternative  which  includes  land  launches  from  the  Florida  Keys  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  FCMP. 


The  State  of  Florida  understands  and  appreciates  the  fact  that  the  Air  Force  does  not  currently 
intend  to  initiate  land  launches  from  the  Florida  Keys;  therefore,  further  action  is  not  currently  required 
to  address  the  problems  associated  with  the  use  of  the  Florida  Keys  sites.  If  the  Air  Force  decides  to 
reconsider  the  use  of  any  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys,  the  concerns  identified  by  our  reviewing  agencies, 
as  enclosed  and  summarized  below',  must  be  addressed  in  a  revised  DSEIS.  If  necessary,  the  revised 
DSEIS  should  be  provided  to  the  Florida  State  Clearinghouse  for  interagency  review. 


The  Department  of  State  (DOS)  and  the  Northwest  Florida  Water  Management  District 
(NWFWMD)  have  expressed  concerns  regarding  the  implementation  of  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
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Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
April  13.  1998 
Page  Two 

Air  Force  is  advised  that  the  concerns  identified  by  the  DOS  and  the  NWFWMD  must  be  addressed 
prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  prefened  alternative. 

The  DOS  indicates  that  missile  launches  and  other  project  activities  at  Cape  San  Bias  could 
result  in  adverse  impacts  to  the  historic  lighthouse  and  keeper's  quarters  and  may  affect  historic 
resources  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cudjoe  Key.  The  DOS  also  notes  that  the  statements  in  the  DSEIS 
which  suggest  otherwise  are  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force  is  advised  to  coordinate  with  the 
DOS  prior  to  completion  of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  to  ensure  that  the 
proposed  action  is  revised  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  impacts  to  historic  and  archaeological  resources. 
Please  refer  to  the  enclosed  DOS  comments. 

The  NWFWMD  indicates  that  the  proposed  project  may  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  wetlands 
and  the  water  quality  of  St.  Joe  Bay  and  Santa  Rosa  Sound,  which  are  both  designated  as  Class  II 
waters  (shellfish  harvesting  and  propagation)  and  Surface  Water  Improvement  and  Management 
priority  water  bodies.  St.  Joe  Bay  is  also  an  Aquatic  Preserve  and  an  Outstanding  Florida  Water; 
therefore,  degradation  of  water  quality  is  prohibited  by  Rule  62-302.700,  Florida  Administrative  Code 
(F.A.C.).  The  NWFWMD  recommends  additional  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  and  the 
incorporation  of  additional  measures  designed  to  minimize  wetland  impacts  and  to  improve  stormwater 
and  wastewater  treatment.  Please  refer  to  the  enclosed  NWFWMD  comments. 

The  Environmental  Policy/Community  and  Economic  Development  Unit.  Executive  Office  of 
the  Governor  (EOG);  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission  (FGFWFC);  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  (DEP);  South  Florida  Water  Management  District  (SFWMD);  and  South 
Florida  Regional  Planning  Council  (SFRPC)  indicate  that  the  Florida  Keys  is  an  environmentally 
sensitive  area  of  regional  significance.  The  Florida  Keys  and  surrounding  waters  are  subject  to 
protection  through  special  federal  and  state  designations  and  management  plans  including  the  Florida 
Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary;  Florida  Keys  Area  of  Critical  State  Concern,  pursuant  to  section 
380.05,  F.S.;  Outstanding  Florida  Water;  and  Aquatic  Preserve.  Several  endangered  and  threatened 
species,  as  well  as  significant  wetland  and  marine  habitat,  also  occur  in  the  area.  Impacts  to  the  area's 
resources  must  be  thoroughly  evaluated  in  a  revised  DSEIS  if  the  Air  Force  revises  its  plans  to  include 
land  launches  from  the  Florida  Keys.  If  a  revised  DSEIS  is  prepared,  the  DSEIS  should  identify 
specific  measures  designed  to  avoid  and  minimize  potential  impacts  to  wetlands  and  which  ensure  that 
State  water  quality  standards  are  not  violated. 

If  target  launch  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  are  selected,  a  state  Environment  Resource  Permit 
issued  by  the  DEP  or  SFWMD  will  be  required.  As  noted  by  the  SFWMD,  primary,  secondary  and'or 
commutative  impacts  to  wetlands,  surface  water  and  ground  water  of  the  Florida  Keys  described  in  the 
DSEIS  are  inconsistent  with  the  requirements  of  section  373.414,  F.S.;  the  discussion  of  impacts  to 
wetlands,  surface  water  and  ground  water  must  be  revised  to  comply  with  section  373  414,  F.S. 
Specifically,  section  373.414,  F.S.,  requires  that  impacts  to  wetlands  and  critical  habitat  be  avoided  or 
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Page  Three 


I  minimized  and  when  impacts  cannot  be  avoided,  mitigation  must  be  provided.  The  DSEIS  does  not 
address  these  requirements.  If  the  project  is  revised  to  include  the  Florida  Keys,  the  Air  Force  is 
advised  to  coordinate  closely  with  the  SFWMD  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  Chapter  373,  F.S. 
requirements.  Please  refer  to  the  enclosed  comments  for  further  detail  of  these  issues. 

The  Department,  pursuant  to  its  role  as  the  state  land  planning  and  emergency  management 
agency,  indicates  that  Appendix  J  -  Draft  Emergency  Response  Plan  contains  incomplete  or  inaccurate 
information  regarding  notification  procedures  and  time  frames  for  informing  local  authorities  and  other 
government  agencies  of  impending  launches,  accidents,  evacuation  and  response  activities.  Some  of 
the  sections  of  the  Plan  relating  to  communication  and  notification  do  not  include  the  Department's 
Division  of  Emergency  Management  (DEM).  The  Air  Force  is  required  to  notify  the  DEM  of  planned 
launches,  mishaps  and  H.AZMAT  incidents  and  to  coordinate  all  activities  and  information  concerning 
scheduled  launches  and  emergency  incidents  with  the  DEM.  Please  refer  to  the  Department's  enclosed 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  project.  If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the 
letter,  please  contact  Chcrie  Trainor,  Clearinghouse  Coordinator,  at  (850)  922-5438  or  the  address 
above. 

In  accordance  with  15  CFR  930.42(c),  a  copy  of  this  letter  has  been  sent  to  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce,  NOAA,  Office  of  Ocean  and  Coastal  Resource  Management-  Please  be  advised  that 
pursuant  to  1 5  CFR  930,  subpart  G,  mediation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 
may  be  sought  by  the  Air  Force,  if  the  Air  Force  decides  to  initiate  land  based  launches  from  the 
Florida  Keys  in  the  absence  of  federal  consistency  concurrence  from  the  State  of  Florida. 


~(j7 Steven  Pfeiffer 
Assistant  Secretary 


Enclosures 

cc:  Jeff  Benoit,  Office  of  Ocean  and  Coastal  Resource  Management 

Estus  D.  Whitfield,  EOG 
George  Percy.  DOS 
Duncan  Jay  Cairns,  NWFWMD 
Bradley  J.  Hartman,  FGFWFC 
Lynn  Griffin,  DEP 
Samuel  E.  Poole,  III,  SFWMD 
John  Hulsey',  SFRPC 
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Mi.  Kerl  Akcri 
February  34, 199S 
Pice  2 

divers#  wiping  Mrd  populations  adjacent  to  the  proposed  launch  locution*.  Removal  ofthe 
Flotidi  Key*  launch  rite  from  tbi  Proposed  Action  effectively  remove*  thli  ooooaro,  and  nbi 
th»  overall  propool  touch  more  acoeptaMt  Should  the  Proposed  Action  ohanga  to  bdndath* 
Florida  JUy* t»  »  rokslle  launch  rite,  plsase  notUy  ui  so  that  wo  may  Initiate  additional 
coordination. 

Slocenfy, 


Ra:  Department  of  Dafartsa,  BMDO  Theater 
MleaDeDefttiieTsstlti*,  Drift  SEIS, 
Moaroe  County 


DorMiAkn: 


The  OAca  of  Bavirotimctasi  Services  of  the  Nodda  Game  sod  Fresh  Water  FUh 
Comeniaeioi  hu  reviewed  tbe  Draft  Tbeeser  MUU  Mw  Ealsrtded  Teat  Ran*e  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statemact-Eglio  Tati  Range  (SEIS)  dated  6  February  1998.  We  offer  the 
frllfUdfB  ff» W1I  *"  *494™  *»  "T  """™—  (—  rea-Wred  Inner  dsrtd  12  Unary 

1998)  on  this  propoaed  project 

Tfca  Department  of  Defense  BaDiadc  Mule  Defctae  Orgaalntion  (BMDO)  hu  propossd 
to  tad  theater  edsailt  Manx  (TMD)  in  tbo  Eglln  Teit  Range  located  oK  of  the  west  coaat  of 
Florida  In  tbe  Oulf  of  Mexico.  Iolda&y,  the  BMDO  Proposed  Action  Included  a  Und-beeed 
ndnOe  launch  tite  to  be  tooted  fa  the  Florida  Kays,  at  ahhar  Cudjoe  Key  of  Saddlabuocb  Key. 
TheCur|joeKsysltehansrdetlngU.8.  Air  Force  fhcffity,  and  construction  would  not  hive 
dgnlflcently  Imported  native  habitats.  Corrnructlon  at  tba  SaddWiundi  site,  a  U  S.  Navy  tidilty, 
would  have  isstrfeed  la  the  destruction  of  1 .79  aorta  of  mangrove  and  tilt  iranh  wedacdt.  Our 
previous  laaur  outbass  the  ipeoMo  oonoensa  Mandated  with  coaatnictioa  of  e  mlaaie  launch 
fkoUlty  at  tbeee  locations. 

On  34  November  1997,  tbs  direotor  of  the  BMDOesesndsd  tits  Propossd  Action  iritirs 
SBIS  to  lUte  thei  letmobta*  targets  ffoot  the  southern  Gulf  ofMadoo  would  he  farm  elronft. 

The  land-baaed  Florida  Kaye  mMe  launch  sites  were  moved  to  the  category  of  Alteratives 
Considered.  Although  the  Florida  Keyi  launch  «tei  me  snalyaedh  the  SBIS  for  procedural 
reasons,  their  telaotloe  ss  batch  shot  It  unlikely  to  be  approved. 

We  nipport  tbe  BMDO't  decision  to  remove  the  Florida  Keys  launch  tiles  from  the 
proposed  actio*.  We  were  Initially  concerned  that  the  proposed  TMD  activities  may  adversely 
Impact  wfldhfcln  the  Florida  Krys,  notably  the  Lower  Kays  marsh  rabbh,  diver  rioe  rst,  arid  the 


Bradley  J.l 
Office  of  E 


rector 

ilServioe* 


BdIVpf 

ENV  1*4-1 
Enclosure 


ww>*.*tate.fl.ia/|fe/ 

ONE  Of  “FLORIDA'S  1RST"  WEB  SITES 
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LAST  STAND 

PETITION  AGAINST  MISSILE  TESTING  IN  THE  FLORIDA  KEYS 

I  support  Last  Stand  in  opposing  I  plan  for  Eglin  Air  Fores  bus  to  bate  toy  tcduilc 
testing  ate  in  th«  Florid*  Keys.  Such  testing  would  endenger  human  life  and  local  laud,  air 
and  marine  acviroomenti  which  are  now  part  of  the  State  and  Federally  mandated  Florida 
Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  Further  it  would  negatively  affect  tin  local  quality  of  life 
and  further  congest  US  1.  The  only  reason  given  for  testing  here  is  that  it  is  colt  affective. 
Last  Stand  deplores  the  argument  that  dollan  are  more  important  than  human  lives  and 
the  priceless  Florida  Keys  environment 

print  name  print  address  signature 
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LAST  STAND 

PETITION  AGAINST  MISSILE  TESTING  IN  THE  FLORIDA  KEYS 

I  support  Last  Stand  in  opposing  a  pUn  for  Eglin  Air  Force  base  to  locate  any  missile 
testing  site  in  tho  Florida  Keys.  Such  testing  would  endanger  human  lift  sod  local  land,  air 
and  marine  environments  which  are  now  pul  of  the  State  and  Ftdaraily  mandated  Florida 
Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  Further  it  would  negatively  affect  the  local  quality  of  life 
and  further  congest  US  1 .  He  only  reason  given  for  testing  here  is  that  it  is  cost  effircnve. 
Last  Stand  deplores  the  argument  that  dollars  are  more  important  than  human  Svts  and 
the  priceless  Florida  Keys  environment. 
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LAST  STAND 

PETITION  AGAINST  MISSILE  TESTING  IN  THE  FLORIDA  KEY5 


I  support  Lest  Stand  in  ojsposiag  a  plan  for  EgHn  Air  Force  base  to  locate  any  missile 
testing  site  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Such  testing  would  endanger  human  Efe  and  local  land,  air 
and  marine  environments  which  are  now  part  of  the  State  and  Federally  mandated  Florida 
Keys  National  Marins  Sanctuary.  Further  it  would  negatively  affect  the  local  quality  of  life 
end  taker  congest  US  1.  Tho  only  reason  given  for  testing  here  is  that  it  is  cost  effective. 
Last  Stand  deplores  the  argument  that  dollars  are  more  important  than  human  lives  and 
the  priceless  Honda  Keys  environment 
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Comment 
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RESPONSE 

Hadden, 

Alexander 

P-W-0001.01 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites.  The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each 
missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility  is 
considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center 
commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

P-W-0001.02 

Safety 

2.1.3.2.3 

3. 1.9.2 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-W-0001.03 

Safety 

3. 1.9.2 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key 
have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually 
designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more 
restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer. 

P-W-0001.04 

Launch  mishap 

2.1.3.3.7 

As  described  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  the  Flight  Termination  System  is  a  linear  shaped  charge.  The  Flight  Termination  System  is  initiated  by  a  radio 
command  from  the  Range  Safety  Officer  using  doubly  redundant  systems. 

P-W-0001.05 

Safety 

2.1.3.2.3 

Current  missile  launch  locations  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias  involve  similar  distances  to  inhabited  areas,  and  test  launches  have  been 
performed  safely. 

P-W-0001.06 

Safety 

2. 1.3. 2.3 

This  proposal  is  not  a  departure  from  safety  precautions.  The  launch  sites  proposed  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias  are  on  land.  The  off-shore 
platforms  are  in  the  Other  Alternatives  Considered  category,  just  like  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0001.07 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long-term 
environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a 
physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation 
of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge 
water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch 
differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera 
is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride 
near-field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the 
deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near- field  from  the  Hera  launch 
would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe 
Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a 
high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a 
missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction 
in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was 
assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  a  maximum  of  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the 
shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  at  a 
rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2  over  the  area  of  this  water  body  would  not  decrease  the  pH  more  than  0. 1  unit. 

P-W-0001.08 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4.2 

Scheduling  of  missile  transport  and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak  traffic 
hours  and  minimize  potential  effects  on  local  traffic  movement.  Emergency  vehicles  would  not  be  affected  by  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities, 
since  they  will  not  close  the  Overseas  Highway. 

P-W-0001.09 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 
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P-W-0001.10 

launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.2 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key 
have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs 
around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer.  Should  the  Keys  be 
selected,  an  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  local  emergency  response  authorities  for  the  Florida  Keys  prior  to  any 
launches. 

P-W-0001.11 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-W-0001.12 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

There  has  never  been  an  explosion  involving  the  truck  transport  of  missile  components;  therefore,  the  probability  of  an  accident  resulting  in  an 
explosion  is  much  lower  than  the  probability  of  an  accident. 

P-W-0001.13 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The  system 
failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error 
possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test 
Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

Freeman, 

Shirley 

County 

Commissioner, 

Monroe  County 

P-W-0002.01 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites. 

P-W-0002.02 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long-term 
environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a 
physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation 
of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge 
water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch 
differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera 
is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride 
near- field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the 
deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near- field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch 
would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe 
Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a 
high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a 
missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction 
in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was 
assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the 
shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 
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Lowe,  Donald 

S. 

P-W-0003.01 

Visual 

Aesthetics 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

To  better  assess  the  visual  impact  of  constructing  a  missile  assembly  building  or  erecting  a  50  foot  tall  missile  on  a  site,  a  visual  simulation  for  each 
vantage  point  photograph  used  in  the  Draft  SEIS  has  been  prepared  (sections  3.1.13.1  and  3.2.13.1.)  The  photographic  visual  simulations  are 
published  in  the  Final  SEIS  section  3.1.13.4  for  the  Panhandle  sites  and  section  3.2.13.4  for  the  Keys  sites.  It  is  apparent  in  reviewing  these 
photographs  that  neither  the  building  nor  the  missile  are  visible  from  most  accessible  vantage  points.  The  view  from  those  closer  vantage  points  will 
include  the  existing  military  buildings  as  well  as  the  new  Missile  Assembly  Building  and  missile.  The  new  buildings  will  be  seen  in  the  context  of  the 
existing  military  facilities. 

P-W-0003.02 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.2 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  some  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  applicable  state  and  Federal  regulations.  The  building  height  restriction  does  not  apply. 

P-W-0003.03 

Noise 

3. 1.8.1 

3.3.8. 1 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  See 
section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  discussion  of  potential  noise  impacts. 

P-W-0003.04 

Noise 

3. 1.8.1 

3.3.8. 1 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  There 
will  be  high  maximum  noise  levels  resulting  from  missile  launches.  These  levels  will  last  for  less  than  60  seconds. 

P-W-0003.05 

Noise 

3. 1.8.4 

3.3. 8.4 

There  may  be  startle  effects  among  the  population.  Prior  notification  of  scheduled  launches  should  reduce  some  of  the  anxiety  of  hearing  brief  loud 
noise  events. 

P-W-0003.06 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

Studies  of  launch  effects  at  Cape  Canaveral  have  shown  that  birds  disturbed  by  launch  noise  normally  return  to  their  nest  soon  after  the  launch  event. 

P-W-0003.07 

Noise 

3. 1.8.4 

3.3. 8.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible. 

P-W-0003.08 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

The  facilities  and  operations  that  would  be  required  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  activities  in  the  Keys  would  not  be  greatly  different  from  the  existing 
facilities  and  operations  on  these  sites. 

P-W-0003.09 

Socioeconomic 

3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

Socioeconomic  impacts  are  addressed  in  sections  3.1.10.4,  3.2.10.4  and  3.3.10.4.  An  evaluation  of  quality  of  life  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  document. 

P-W-0003.10 

Draft  SEIS 

1.2 

1.3 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1 
explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the 
preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-0004.01 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  SEIS  described  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land  launch  trajectory,  type  of  missiles,  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Less  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind 
conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  Range  Safety  Officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the 
operational  constraints  associated  with  it  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  that  the  launch  can  be  safely  conducted.  This  is  done  in  accordance 
with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk 
significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  A  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles  was  never  proposed  for  the  Hera  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa, 
Cape  San  Bias,  or  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally  associated  wit  the  Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However,  even  at  Fort 
Wingate,  the  eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles  northeast  of  the  launch  site  due  to  the  existence  of  a  school  or 
residence. 
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P-W-0004.02 

Launch  mishap 

2.1.3 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area.  An  inquiry  is 
held  following  any  launch  mishap  to  fully  document  and  understand  all  system  anomalies.  No  launch  will  be  scheduled  until  all  issues  raised  during 
the  inquiry  are  resolved. 

P-W-0004.03 

Safety-Keys 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  considers  the  case  of  the  missile  flying  in  the  wrong  direction  prior  to  any  destruct  action  occurring. 

P-W-0004.04 

Safety-Keys 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-W-0004.05 

Noise-Keys 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions.  Section  3. 3. 8.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  addressed  the  issue  of  shock  waves  from 
explosions  within  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a 
function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety  Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch 
conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The  fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the 
designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-W-0004.06 

Noise-Keys 

The  2.0  pounds  per  square  foot  explosion  is  due  to  a  complete  Hera  stage  2  impacting  the  ground  or  the  water.  In  the  case  of  a  mishap,  the  Range 

Safety  Officer  may  prescribe  destroying  the  second  stage  prior  to  impact  to  prevent  this  explosion. 

P-W-0004.07 

Safety-Keys 

As  the  Draft  SEIS  states,  while  models  predict  the  highest  possible  concentration  at  ground  level  outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  highest  predicted 
concentration  at  ground  level  is  less  than  the  short-term  public  exposure  guidelines. 

Wright,  David 

C.  Ph.D. 

Union  of 

Concerned 

Scientists 

P-W-0005.01 

Safety 

Appendix  G 

Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  SEIS  described  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land,  launch  trajectory,  type  of  missiles  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Less  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind 
conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  range  safety  officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the 
operational  constraints  associated  with  it  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  that  the  launch  can  be  safely  conducted.  This  is  done  in  accordance 
with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk 
significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  A  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles  was  never  proposed  for  the  HERA  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa 
Island,  Cape  San  Bias  or  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally  associated  with  the  Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However, 
even  at  Fort  Wingate,  the  eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles  Northeast  of  the  launch  site  due  to  the  existence  of  a 
school. 

P-W-0005.02 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

Operational  constraints  at  the  Cudjoe  were  specifically  considered  in  the  design  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  such  that  it  would  not  include  these  homes. 
These  are  the  same  procedures  used  at  every  other  launch  site. 

P-W-0005.03 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-W-0005.04 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-W-0005.05 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-W-0005.06 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-W-0005.07 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 
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P-W-0005.08 

Launch  mishap 

Appendix  G 

Data  is  not  releasable  (sensitive  material).  While  specific  information  is  not  releasable  to  the  public,  the  missile  has  been  tested  and  flown  at  White 
Sands  Missile  Range.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  been  determined,  and  the  reliability  of  the  missile  will  meet  the  safety  (flight  determination) 
standard  and  procedures.  The  Eglin  range  safety  office  has  determined  that  the  missile  components  of  the  flight  test  meets  the  safety  launch 
procedures. 

Wright,  David 

C.  Ph.D. 

P-W-0006.01 

Safety 

Appendix  G 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

Rosenblatt,  Sol 

P-W-0007.01 

Launch 

3.1.14.4 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited 

emissions 

3.2.14.4 

in  the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad..  The  Hera  near-field  deposition  rates  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  Deposition  of  1.64.g/m2  on  brackish  or  sea  water  will 
not  decrease  the  pH  level. 

3.3.14.4 

P-W-0007.02 

Launch 

3.3. 1.4 

See  answer  above. 

emissions 

P-W-0007.03 

Florida  Keys- 
reef 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0007.04 

Launch 

emissions 

3.1.14.4 

The  balance  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  is  airborne  transported  to  the  far- field  and  may  be  deposited  there  at  rates  far  lower  than  the  near- field  rates.  Far- 
field  deposition  is  sufficiently  dispersed  and  variable  launch  to  launch  that  successive  launches  seldom  affect  the  same  areas.  No  changes  in  plant 

3.3.14.4 

community  or  structure  due  to  cumulative  effects  of  far-field  deposition  have  been  seen.  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
environmental  monitoring  of  ten  years  of  space  shuttle  launches  at  the  Kennedy  Space  Center  indicate  that  large  quantities  of  hydrogen  chloride 
combined  with  the  sound  suppression  deluge  water  can  deposit  large  amounts  of  hydrochloric  acid  on  the  land  and  waters  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
shuttle  launch  pad.  This  monitoring  indicates  that  no  more  than  17  percent  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  is  deposited  in  the  near- field  of  the  launch  pad 
even  in  the  optimum  conditions  for  combining  hydrogen  chloride  and  water  into  hydrochloric  acid. 

P-W-0007.05 

Launch 

3.1.14.4 

See  response  above. 

emissions 

3.3.14.4 

P-W-0007.06 

Launch 

3.1.14.4 

See  response  above. 

emissions 

3.3.14.4 

P-W-0007.07 

Launch 

3. 1.1.4 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

in  the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad.  The  remaining  hydrogen  chloride  could  be  deposited  in  the  far-field.  Far-field  deposition  is  sufficiently  dispersed 
and  variable  from  launch  to  launch  that  successive  launches  seldom  affect  the  same  areas. 

P-W-0007.08 

Launch 

3. 1.1.4 

See  response  above. 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

P-W-0007.09 

Launch 

3. 1.1.4 

The  solid  propellant  in  the  first  stage  of  the  missile  bums  at  a  constant  rate  from  initial  launch  through  bum  out.  Since  the  missile  is  accelerating  from 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

the  launch  pad  during  its  first  few  seconds  of  flight,  a  slightly  greater  level  of  emissions  occur  near  the  earth’s  surface. 

P-W-0007.10 

Hazardous 

3. 1.9.4 

Potential  safety  and  health  impacts  of  normal  launch  activities  are  addressed  in  section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  This  same  section  addresses  potential 

wastes 

safety  and  health  consequences  in  the  event  of  a  launch  mishap. 
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P-W-0007.11 

Launch  failure 

3. 1.9.4 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  conducted  an  evaluation  of  the  effects  of  missile  systems  in  the  marine  environment  as  part  of  the  EIS 
prepared  for  its  Sounding  Rocket  Program.  It  concluded  that  the  release  of  hazardous  materials  and  decaying  propellant  would  be  rapidly  diluted 
within  a  marine  environment,  and  except  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  debris,  would  not  be  found  in  concentrations  identified  as  producing  any 
adverse  effects.  (National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  1973)  The  dissolution  of  ammonium  perchlorate  when  in  a  polybutadiene  rubber 
binder  would  be  minimal  because  the  binder  is  not  water  soluble.  Additional  studies  provide  findings  that  indicate  that  ammonium  perchlorate  would 
not  result  in  significant  changes  in  pH  and  nitrogen  levels. 

P-W-0007.12 

launch  mishap 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0007.13 

Launch  mishap 

3.3.14.4 

There  is  little  literature  extant  because  ammonium  perchlorate  is  not  disposed  of  in  the  marine  environment  in  the  United  States.  The  Soviet  literature 
was  a  source,  not  necessarily  an  endorsement. 

P-W-0007.14 

Hazardous  waste 

3.3.14.4 

Citing  the  literature  did  not  propose  using  Soviet  safety  criteria.  The  findings  were  that  ammonium  perchlorate  in  fresh  water  environment  does  not 
substantially  affect  the  biochemical  consumption  of  oxygen,  nor  the  processes  of  growth  among  saprophytic  microflora. 

P-W-0007.15 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

3.2.14.4 

Potential  ecological  consequences  of  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0007.16 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.1 

Hydrogen  chloride  is  a  gas.  Hydrochloric  acid  is  hydrogen  chloride  in  aqueous  form.  At  standard  temperature  and  pressure,  it  is  a  liquid.  Due  to 
similarities  of  dispersion  and  deposition  mechanics,  liquids  and  solids  are  both  considered  particulates. 

P-W-0007.17 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

The  affected  environments  of  the  Panhandle,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the  Florida  Keys  are  described  in  the  respective  resource  areas  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-0007.18 

Water  quality 

3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2  over  the  area  of  this  water  body  would  not  decrease  the  pH  more  than  0. 1  unit.  The 
alkaline  environment  buffers  the  effect  of  acid  deposition,  reducing  the  acidification  from  a  given  amount  of  acid  deposition. 

P-W-0007.19 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0007.20 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

There  has  not  been  a  flow  measurement.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH 
by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  even  with  low  flow  and  mixing. 

P-W-0007.21 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.1 

Models  use  mathematical  formulas  to  calculate  the  probable  result  of  a  series  of  factors  that  may  affect  emissions  dispersion.  These  include  such 
things  as:  wind  speed,  humidity,  release  height  of  the  emissions,  atmospheric  stability,  and  mixing  layer  altitude,  among  others.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  analysis  we  varied  each  model  parameter  to  produce  the  most  conservative  (worst)  result  for  each  step  in  the  model.  The  result  was  the  highest 
possible  predicted  concentration  and  the  greatest  distance  that  could  result  from  the  launch  of  a  Hera  missile  at  any  location.  The  results  did  not  reflect 
the  climate  of  New  Mexico,  the  Keys,  or  any  other  specific  location,  but  the  worst  possible  combination  of  climatic  conditions.  The  calculated  results 
yield  greater  emission  concentrations  than  would  be  realistically  be  expected. 
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P-W-0007.22 

General 

In  so  far  as  these  are  quantifiable,  they  are  addressed,  otherwise  they  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 

Hoffman, 

Wayne 

National 

Audubon 

Society 

P-W-0008.01 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient 
analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and,  to  assist  in  the  decision 
making  process. 

P-W-0008.02 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
Primary  field  investigations  were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data. 

P-W-0008.03 

Biology-Keys 

3.2. 3. 3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service  and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-W-0008.04 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0008.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

It  is  recognized  that  endangered  or  threatened  species  may  utilize  previously  disturbed  areas.  Potential  impacts  to  endangered  plants  at  alternative  sites 
in  the  Florida  Keys  sites  are  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0008.06 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service  and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-W-0008.07 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0008.08 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0008.09 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0008.10 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Low  pressure  sodium  lighting  away  from  the  beach  would  be  used  to  minimize  potential  impacts.  See  section  3. 1 .3.4  and  3. 3. 3.4  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0008.1 1 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0008.12 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Wildlife  that  remained  in  the  immediate  launch  area  (near  field)  during  a  test  could  be  affected  by  launch  emissions.  Previous  test  programs  have 
shown  that  most  wildlife  leave  the  launch  area  prior  to  a  launch  event  due  to  human  presence  and  activity,  hence  the  potential  for  harm  is  extremely 
small. 

P-W-0008.1 3 

Launch  mishap 

3.1.9 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  result  from  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3. 1 .9  of  the  Final  SEIS.  Small  scale  habitat  destruction, 
individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area. 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-W-0009.01 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.11.3 

The  importance  of  Highway  1  to  the  Florida  Keys  has  been  recognized.  An  early  alternative  site  was  eliminated  because  it  would  have  required 
closing  Highway  1 . 
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P-W-0009.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 1.7.3 

3.3. 7.3 

The  affected  environments  of  the  Panhandle,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the  Florida  Keys  are  described  in  the  respective  resource  areas  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 
The  status  of  the  refuges  has  been  recognized  in  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-0009.03 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

3.3. 7.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary;  about  4.3 
percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1.6  percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine 
Sanctuary  is  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  the  Florida  Keys 

National  Marine  Sanctuary  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation.  This  consultation  would  require  that  any  proposed  action  be 
designed  and  implemented  so  that  potential  impacts  to  any  habitat  or  species  be  1)  avoided  to  the  extent  possible,  2)  minimized  when  avoidance  is  not 
possible,  and  3)  mitigated  to  compensate  for  potential  long-term  adverse  effects.  Consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary 
began  early  in  the  planning  process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  program  and  is  ongoing.  If  the  Keys  are  selected  they  would  continue. 

P-W-0009.04 

Air  quality-Keys 

3. 1.1.3 

3.2. 1.3 

3.3. 1.3 

The  affected  environments  of  the  Panhandle,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the  Florida  Keys  are  described  in  the  respective  resource  areas  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-0009.05 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  presence  of  the  Silver  Rice  Rat  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  was  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-0009.06 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  presence  of  the  Lower  Keys  Marsh  Rabbit  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  was  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-0009.07 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  the  hardwood  hammocks  or  pine  rockland. 

P-W-0009.08 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3.3.4 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected 
by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination 
with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and 
design  process. 

P-W-0009.09 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview, 
explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Weeks,  Vicki 

P-W-00 10.01 

General 

Thank  you  for  submitting  these  resolutions. 

P-W-0010.02 

General 

Thank  you  for  submitting  this  letter. 

P-W-0010.03 

Program 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0010.04 

Program 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0010.05 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service  and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-W-00 10.06 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.3 

3.3. 1.3 

According  to  the  Biological  Assessment,  no  species  would  be  jeopardized  by  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program. 

P-W-0010.07 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 
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FKNMS 

Advisory 

Council 

P-W-00 11.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 11.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

Drew 

Richardson, 
Professional 
Association  of 
Diving 
Instructors 

P-W-0012.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0012.02 

Alternatives 

1.0 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview, 
explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Drew 

Richardson 

P-W-00 13. 01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

Orlandi,  Robin, 
Board  of 
Directors  of 
Reef  Relief 

P-W-00 14.01 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary 
field  investigations  were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data. 

P-W-00 14.02 

Launch  activity 

1.4 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  no  more  than  12  launch  events  would  occur  in  any  year. 
There  is  no  plan  to  establish  a  permanent  presence  should  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected.  Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and 
environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations  section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and 
Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  additive  in  nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program 
activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on  nearby  soil  would  be  somewhat  additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one 
month  period  would  not  be  additive. 

P-W-00 14.03 

Air  Quality 

3. 1.1.2;  3.3. 1.2 

The  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  potential  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary  field 
investigations  were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data.  The  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model  is  a  model  that  calculates  predicted 
depositions  using  worst  case  climatological  parameters  such  as  wind  speed,  humidity,  and  temperature.  The  results  of  the  model  represent  the  greatest 
concentrations  of  emissions  that  could  occur  under  any  conditions. 
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P-W-00 14.04 

Air  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long-term 
environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a 
physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation 
of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge 
water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch 
differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera 
is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near 
field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition 
rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near- field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1 .5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near- field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60 
meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a 
high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of 

137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile 
launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in 
rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed 
to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  a  maximum  of  20  percent  under  normal  conditions).  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow 
marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  at  a  rate  of  no 
more  than  1.64g/m2  over  the  area  of  this  water  body  would  not  decrease  the  pH  more  than  0.1  unit. 

P-W-00 14.05 

Launch 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 14.06 

Biology 

3.3.3.4 

The  proposal  would  not  cause  a  sufficient  change  in  water  oxygenation  to  warrant  an  evaluation  of  the  baseline  requirement  for  oxygen.  See  section 
3.3.3  of  the  SEIS. 

P-W-00 14.07 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  affect  the  reef  ecosystem.  In  the  unlikely  case  of  a  launch  mishap,  no  debris  would  fall  on  reef  tracts  which  are 
outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Mishap  debris  would  have  incidental  small  scale  impacts  on  water  quality  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  This  would  not 
be  enough  to  be  measured  after  flushing  through  the  Keys  channels. 

P-W-00 14.08 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

See  response  to  Comment  P-W-0014.04. 

P-W-00 14.09 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-W-00 14. 10 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-00 15.01 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key 
have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs 
around  the  site. 

P-W-00 15.02 

Noise-Keys 

3.3. 8.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
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P-W-00 15.03 

Air  Quality 

3. 1.1.4 

3. 1.9.4 

The  TSCREEN  PUFF  model  predicts  concentrations  at  various  distances  from  the  launch  point.  For  a  normal  launch,  there  were  no  exceedances.  For 
a  launch  mishap  scenario,  TSCREEN  PUFF  indicated  potential  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  In  that  case,  per  Environmental 

Protection  Agency  guidance,  using  the  more  refined  model,  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model,  indicated  that  there  would  not  be 
exceedance  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  occupational  exposure  standards  or  short  term  public  emergency  guide  lines  beyond  the 
Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-W-00 15.04 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  developed  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-W-00 15.05 

Noise 

3. 1.8.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  There 

3.3. 8.4 

will  be  high  maximum  noise  levels  resulting  from  missile  launches.  These  levels  will  last  for  less  than  60  seconds. 

P-W-00 15.06 

Visual 

3.1.13.4 

The  perceived  degree  of  change  is  subjective.  To  assist  in  the  comparison  of  vistas,  visual  simulations  have  been  provided  in  sections  3. 1.1. 3.4  and 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

3.3.13.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  to  illustrate  potential  visual  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  facilities. 

P-W-0015.07 

Draft  SEIS 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.3 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites.  Potential  human  health  and  safety  impacts  were 
evaluated  with  respect  to  existing  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  standards.  Cumulative 
impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations  section  for  each 
resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

3.5 

P-W-00 15.08 

Altematives- 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 

Keys 

alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-W-00 16.01 

General 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 16.02 

Noise 

3.3.3.4 

Potential  impacts  on  shorebird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  are  presented  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0016.03 

Noise 

3.3. 8.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0016.04 

Noise 

3.3. 8.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0016.05 

Noise 

3.3. 8.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 16.06 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  on  sea  turtles  are  presented  in  section  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  Low  pressure  sodium  lighting  aimed  away  from  the  beach  are 
proposed  to  minimize  potential  impacts. 

P-W-00 16.07 

Launch  debris 

3. 1.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0016.08 

Utilities 

3.3.12.4 

There  is  no  plan  to  establish  a  permanent  presence  should  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected.  Sanitary  wastes  would  be  disposed  and  treated  off-site  at 
approved  wastewater  treatment  facilities. 

P-W-0016.09 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.12.4 

Bottled  water  would  be  provided  to  support  personnel  to  reduce  demands  on  local  drinking  water  supplies.  See  section  3.3.14.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-00 16. 10 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted;  this  has  been  corrected  in  section  3. 3. 7. 3  in  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0016.1 1 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.7.3 

Comment  noted;  this  has  been  corrected  in  section  3. 3. 7. 3  in  Final  SEIS. 
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P-W-0016. 12 

Launch 

emissions-A102 

3. 1.1.3 

This  information  has  been  corrected  in  the  Final  SEIS  (table  3. 1.1. 4). 

P-W-0016.13 

Transportation 

3.3.11.4 

Stage  2  of  the  Hera  missile  is  shipped  with  the  Flight  Termination  System  attached  to  the  motor  casing.  The  Flight  Termination  System  is  not  shipped 
with  initiators  attached.  Without  initiators,  the  Flight  Termination  System  would  not  detonate. 

P-W-0016. 14 

Transportation 

3.3.11.4 

If  the  Flight  Termination  System  did  function,  it  would  split  the  casing  of  the  Stage  2  motor  casing.  This  split  may  initiate  a  fire  in  the  mass  of  the 

Stage  2  propellant.  There  would  not  be  a  detonation  since  the  propellant  is  not  configured  in  a  pressure  vessel;  both  ends  of  the  motor  are  open  in 
shipping. 

P-W-0016. 15 

Transportation 

3.3.11.4 

See  previous  response. 

P-W-0016. 16 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

Should  a  vehicle  accident  damage  the  booster,  it  is  more  likely  to  bum  than  explode.  The  booster  motors  are  shipped  with  both  ends  open,  so  any  fire 
would  not  result  in  sufficient  compression  for  an  explosion  or  propulsion.  In  fact,  the  propellant  has  less  equivalent  energy  per  mass  than  gasoline.  A 
gasoline  tmck  has  a  greater  likelihood  of  exploding  in  an  traffic  accident  than  does  a  missile  transport  tmck. 

P-W-0016. 17 

Safety-Keys 

3.3.11.4 

3. 1.9.4 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in 
appendix  J)  would  be  prepared  and  implemented. 

Rebosio, 

Gianne  T. 

P-W-00 17.01 

Socioeconomic 

3.3.10.4 

The  most  recent  and  reliable  data  concerning  tourism  in  the  Keys  was  compiled  by  a  consortium  that  comprised  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration,  the  Monroe  County  Tourist  Development  Council,  the  Nature  Conservancy,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Bicentennial  Volunteers  and 
the  University  of  Georgia.  The  study,  titled  Linking  the  Economy  and  Environment  of  Florida  Keys/Florida  Bay,  estimated  that  there  were  2.54 
million  tourist  visits  made  to  the  Keys  between  June  1995  and  May  1996  (Visitor  Profiles:  Florida  Keys/Key  West,  November  1996,  Leeworthy  and 
Wiley,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration). 

P-W-00 17.02 

Biology 

3. 1.3.4 

Sections  3. 1.3. 4,  3. 2. 3. 4,  and  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  address  the  long-term  impacts  to  biological  resources. 

3.2.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

P-W-00 17.03 

Biology-Gulf 

3.2.3.4 

The  short-term  noise  events  and  low  hydrogen  chloride  deposition  rates  of  launch  activities  are  not  sufficient  to  affect  marine  mammals. 

P-W-00 17.04 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3. 1.5.4 

3.3. 5.4 

The  maximum  possible  near-field  or  far-field  hydrogen  chloride  deposition  rates  for  a  Hera  launch  would  not  exceed  the  buffering  capacity  of  the  soils 
or  waters  in  the  vicinity  of  the  launch.  Repeated  launches  may  accumulate  effects  in  the  near- field  of  the  Hera  launch  pad,  causing  loss  of  plant 
diversity  and  diminished  buffering  capacity  and  fertility  of  the  soils. 

P-W-00 17.05 

General 

3. 1.9.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 17.06 

Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.4 

Comment  noted. 

3.3.10.4 

P-W-00 17.07 

General 

The  potential  effects  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  and  training  activities  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  are  addressed  in  section  3.2  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 

P-W-00 17.08 

Water  quality 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

The  volume  of  hydrogen  chloride  emitted  by  the  target  missile  in  the  volume  of  air  it  transits  is  negligible  and  does  not  contribute  to  acid  rain. 

P-W-00 17.09 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3. 3 

The  presence  of  mangroves  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  was  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 
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P-W-0017.10 

Air  Quality- 

3. 1.1.4 

Comment  noted. 

Keys 

3.2. 1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

P-W-0017.1 1 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0017.12 

Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0017.1 3 

Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.4 

Over  78  percent  of  the  visits  were  made  by  car,  less  than  9  percent  by  air  and  a  little  over  12  percent  by  cruise  ship.  Visitor  preference  for  destinations 
within  the  Keys  varied  greatly.  The  most  popular  location,  by  a  substantial  margin,  was  Key  West,  with  over  55  percent  of  the  visits  being  made  there. 
The  least  popular  destination  was  the  Lower  Keys,  which  received  just  under  12  percent  of  the  total  visits.  Furthermore,  fewer  than  5  percent  of  visits 
were  made  solely  to  the  Lower  Keys,  compared  to  almost  40  percent  of  visits  which  were  spent  exclusively  in  Key  West.  The  Visitor  Participation 
Survey,  which  is  described  as  the  most  comprehensive  ever  conducted  in  the  region,  further  emphasizes  the  relatively  minor  role  that  the  Lower  Keys 
plays  in  the  Keys  tourist  economy.  The  top  three  activities  in  which  visitors  participated  were  sightseeing  and  attractions  (55  percent  participation 
rate),  beach  activities  (34  percent)  and  visiting  museums  and  historical  sites  (33  percent).  The  top  rated  activity  in  the  Lower  Keys  was  viewing 
wildlife/nature  study  in  which  5.8  percent  of  all  visitors  to  the  Keys  participated. 

P-W-0017.14 

General 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0017.1 5 

General 

Comment  noted. 

Jones,  Michael 

P-W-00 18.01 

Alternatives 

1.1 

As  described  in  section  1.1  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  this  document  supplements  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  EIS  that  evaluated  four 
alternative  ranges,  including  Eglin  AFB;  it  analyzes  new  alternatives  within  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

P-W-00 18.02 

Alternatives 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1.0  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-00 18.03 

Program 

2.1.2 

The  discussion  of  detailed  treaty  requirements  is  outside  the  scope  of  the  EIS.  The  Department  of  Defense  treaty  compliance  group  determines  the 
applicable  treaties  to  missile  testing.  It  has  been  determined  that  short  range  ship  and  air  launch  of  target  missiles  is  treaty  compliant. 

P-W-00 18.04 

Program 

2.1.2 

See  response  above. 

P-W-00 18.05 

Program 

2.1.2 

See  response  above. 

P-W-00 18.06 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites.  The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each 
missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The  system  failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk 
probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the 
risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk 
analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

P-W-00 18.07 

Safety 

2.1.3.2.3 

The  required  minimum  fragment  distance  is  900  feet.  Air  Force  Manual  91.201,  Explosive  Safety  Standards,  allows  for  a  reduction  in  the  minimum 
fragment  distance  of  1250  feet  when  the  Potential  Explosion  Site  is  located  in  a  sparsely  populated  area.  The  following  is  the  reference  from  AFM 
91.201,  Table  3.3,  Column  9,  Line  28,  Note  60:  “  Sparsely  populated  locations  reduce  the  minimum  1,250  foot  fragment  distance  to  900  feet  (270 
meters)  if  the  PES  does  not  exceed  1 1,400  pounds  (5 140  kilograms).  Allow  no  more  than  25  persons  in  any  sector  bounded  by  the  sides  of  a  45  degree 
angle,  with  the  vertex  at  the  Potential  Explosion  Site,  and  the  900  feet  and  1250  feet  arcs  from  the  Potential  Explosion  Site.  ” 
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P-W-00 18.08 

Safety 

Appendix  G 

Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  SEIS  described  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land,  launch  trajectory,  type  of  missiles,  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Fewer  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible 
wind  conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  range  safety  officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard 
Area.  Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the 
operational  constraints  associated  with  if  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  the  launch  can  safely  conducted.  A  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles 
was  never  proposed  for  the  Hera  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa,  Cape  San  Bias  or  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally 
associated  with  the  Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However,  even  at  Fort  Wingate,  the  eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles 
Northeast  of  the  launch  site  due  to  the  existence  of  a  school  or  residence. 

P-W-00 18.09 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-00 18. 10 

DOPAA 

2. 1.2.1 

Hera  target  missile  reentry  vehicles  vary  in  configuration  and  mass  to  replicate  threat  reentry  vehicles.  Typical  reentry  vehicles  mass  ranges  from 
approximately  448  kilograms  (1,650  pounds)  to  884  kilograms  (1,950  pounds). 

P-W-0019.01 

Altematives- 

Cudjoe 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed.  Air  quality  and  noise  impacts  to  humans  are  addressed  in  sections  3. 3. 1.4  and  3. 3. 8. 4  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-W-0020.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-W-0020.02 

Draft  SEIS 

3.3 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Should 
either  of  the  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected,  there  would  be  further  consultation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

P-W-0020.03 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.3 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  Highway  1  in  the  Draft  SEIS  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  by  2005  (including  Theater  Missile 
Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the 
segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation. 

P-W-0020.04 

Safety  -Keys 

3.1.11.3 

3.3.11.3 

The  ability  to  control  the  movement  of  missile  components  is  important  to  the  overall  safety  of  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  system.  A 
specific  evacuation  plan  for  the  missile  and  other  test-related  components  and  non-critical  personnel  would  be  implemented  at  the  first  notice  of 
potential  hurricane  activity.  This  would  ensure  that  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  evacuation  movements  would  precede  standard  public  evacuation 
plans  and  would  not  interfere  with  the  planned  process. 

P-W-0020.05 

Transportation 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3.11.4 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch.  Since  there  has  never  been  an  explosion 
involving  the  truck  transport  of  missile  components,  the  probability  of  an  accident  resulting  in  an  explosion  is  much  lower  than  the  probability  of  an 
accident. 

P-W-0020.06 

Transportation 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3.11.4 

Transportation  of  the  missile  segments  would  involve  standard  freight  transports  and  would  not  require  a  convoy.  Emergency  procedures  for  all 
contingencies  would  be  established  through  cooperative  agreements  with  local  public  safety  agencies.  No  specific  fire  fighting  vehicles  would 
accompany  the  shipment,  although  all  vehicles  would  be  equipped  with  standard  fire  suppression  equipment. 

P-W-0020.07 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.3 

In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in 
the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0020.08 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.3 

Traffic  volumes  over  multiple  segments  of  a  highway  can  differ  considerably  on  the  basis  of  the  origin  and  destination  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting 
the  highway.  Section  3.3.1 1  of  the  Final  SEIS  notes  that  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  1  are  currently  at  or  near  its  design  capacity. 
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P-W-0020.09 

Transportation 

3.3.11.3 

Missile  components  would  normally  be  shipped  by  standard  freight  transport  vehicles  and  would  not  involve  a  convoy.  Standard  safety  and  security 
precautions  would  be  employed  where  necessary  to  ensure  that  movement  of  emergency  vehicles  is  not  hindered. 

P-W-0020.10 

Transportation 

3.3.11.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0020.1 1 

Safety 

3.3.11.3 

Local  law  enforcement  personnel  would  maintain  order  in  cases  of  civil  disobedience. 

P-W-0020.12 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Musselman, 

David 

P-W-0021.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Since  an  environmental  impact  analysis  is  a  prediction  of  potential  program  impacts  should  one  or  more  of  its  alternatives  be  implemented,  it  is 
traditional  to  use  the  conditional  tense  to  describe  possible  future  outcomes. 

P-W-0021.02 

launch  effects 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0021.03 

Draft  SEIS 

3.1.  .3 

3.2. _.3 

3.3.  .3 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  A  list  of 
available  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental  impacts  has  been  included  at  the  end  of  each  resource  evaluation  in  chapter  3  of  the 
Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0021.04 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0021.05 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-W-0021.06 

General 

3. 1.9.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0021.07 

Water  Quality 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle. 

P-W-0021.08 

Water  Quality 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  found  that  fish  kill  was  a  direct  result  of  acidification  of  shallow  surface  waters  resulting  from 
deposition  of  up  to  1,700  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  on  the  surface  layer  of  a  lagoon  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad.  This  deposition 
resulted  in  pH  reduction  of  6  to  7  points.  By  comparison  a  normal  Hera  launch  would  deposition  hydrogen  chloride  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2 
over  near-field  water  bodies  and  would  decrease  the  pH  by  less  than  0. 1  units.  As  a  result,  only  incidental  fish  mortality  would  be  expected.  No  fish 
species  would  be  jeopardized  by  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program. 

P-W-0021.09 

Air  Quality 

3.3.14.3 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad.  The  remaining  hydrogen  chloride  could  be  deposited  in  the  far- field.  Far- field  deposition  is  sufficiently  dispersed 
and  variable  from  launch  to  launch  that  successive  launches  seldom  affect  the  same  areas.  The  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize 
the  existing  environments  of  potential  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary  field  investigations  were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data.  The  Open- 
Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model  is  a  model  that  calculates  predicted  depositions  using  worst  case  climatological  parameters  such  as  wind 
speed,  humidity  and  temperature.  The  results  of  the  model  represent  the  greatest  concentrations  of  emissions  that  could  occur  under  any  conditions. 
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P-W-0021.10 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation. 

P-W-002 1.11 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Potable  water  is  supplied  to  the  Florida  Keys  by  the  Florida  Keys  Aqueduct  Authority.  Fresh  water  impoundments  are  recognized  as  important  to  local 
wildlife. 

P-W-0021 . 12 

Launch  mishap 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Ammonium  perchlorate  would  only  be  introduced  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  launch  mishap.  The  slow  process  of  hydration 
would  continue  until  the  material  was  completely  saturated.  These  quantities  of  ammonium  perchlorate  distributed  over  a  wide  area  of  the  Gulf  would 
not  be  considered  toxic  to  the  environment. 

P-W-002 1.1 3 

Noise 

3.3. 8.4 

See  section  3. 3. 8.4  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-002 1.1 4 

Noise 

3.3.3. 3 

See  section  3. 3. 8.4  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-002 1.1 5 

Noise 

3.3. 8.3 

The  AICUZ  study  was  developed  by  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West  to  evaluate  their  noise  environment,  not  that  of  Cudjoe  Key.  See  section  3. 3. 8. 3 
in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-002 1.1 6 

General 

3.3.12.4 

There  is  no  plan  to  establish  a  permanent  presence  should  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected. 

P-W-002 1.1 7 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

This  has  been  corrected  in  section  3. 3. 7. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-002 1.1 8 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.7.3 

This  has  been  corrected  in  section  3. 3. 7. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-002 1.1 9 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  J 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in 
appendix  J)  would  be  prepared  and  implemented. 

P-W-002 1.20 

Safety-Keys 

Should  the  Keys  be  selected,  MO  As  with  local  officials  on  how  to  handle  these  situations  would  be  developed.  Appropriate  officials  would  be 
consulted. 

P-W-002 1.21 

Safety- 

Comment  noted. 

James  J.  Slack, 
South  Florida 
Field  Office, 

Fish  and 

Wildlife  Service 

P-W-0022.00 

Draft  SEIS 

This  letter  was  submitted  prior  to  release  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  All  comments  were  incorporated  into  the  Draft  SEIS  prior  to  its  release. 

P-W-0022.01 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Should 
either  of  the  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected,  there  would  be  further  consultation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

P-W-0022.02 

Biology 

3. 1.3.4 

Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0022.03 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.04 

Biology-Keys 

2.1.3 

3.3.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  on  shorebird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  are  presented  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0022.06 

Draft  SEIS 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific 
measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  beginning  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-W-0022.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  conservation  land  uses  including  the  refuges  that  you  mention  are  a  critical  part  of  the  resource  management  program  for  the  Florida  Keys.  The 
alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges. 
New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies. 

P-W-0022.08 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.33 

3.33.3 

Military  activities  associated  with  Theater  Missile  Defense  site  preparation  and  test  preparation  on  military  land  would  have  minimal  effect  on  the 
wilderness  area.  The  missile  launch  would  be  intrusive,  but  of  short  duration,  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-W-0022.09 

Land  use-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.10 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 1 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.12 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.3 

3.3.33 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 3 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

Low  pressure  sodium  lighting  aimed  away  from  the  beach  are  proposed  to  minimize  potential  impacts. 

P-W-0022.14 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 5 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.3 

3333 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 6 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 7 

Biology 

3. 1.3.3 

3333 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 8 

Biology-Eglin 

3.233 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.1 9 

Biology-Gulf 

3333 

Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0022.20 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.21 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.22 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.23 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.24 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.25 

Biology-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.26 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.27 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3.2 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.28 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.29 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3.2 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.30 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3.2 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.31 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.32 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

See  response  above. 

P-W-0022.33 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.34 

Biology-Keys 

3.3. 7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.35 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.3.3.1 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.36 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3.1 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.37 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.2 

3.3.13.2 

The  Forest  Service’s  methodology  provides  a  basis  to  compare  visual  setting  before  and  after  any  modification  or  addition.  The  perceived  degree  of 
change  is  subjective.  To  assist  in  the  comparison  of  vistas,  visual  simulations  have  been  provided  in  sections  3.1.13.4  and  3.3.13.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  to 
illustrate  potential  visual  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  facilities. 

P-W-0022.38 

General 

This  acronym  refers  to  the  Gulf  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission. 

P-W-0022.39 

Biology-Keys 

3. 1.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0022.40 

Draft  SEIS 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific 
measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  beginning  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 
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P-W-0022.41 

Biology-Keys 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  No  decision 
has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is 
completed. 

Ron  Cox 

P-W-0023.01 

Alternatives 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Hind,  Martin  S 

P-W-0024.01 

General 

Comment  noted. 

Hare,  James  N. 

P-W-0025.01 

General 

Shipped  17  March  1998. 

unsigned 

P-W-0026.01 

Alternatives 

2.1. 1.2.2 

Launch  of  missiles  that  can  be  defined  as  ICBMs  from  a  fixed  platform  are  prohibited  by  treaty. 

P-W-0026.02 

Program 

1.4 

If  a  target  launch  site  in  the  Keys  is  chosen,  no  more  than  12  launches  would  be  scheduled  in  any  year;  however,  there  would  probably  less. 

P-W-0026.03 

Air  Quality- 
Keys 

3. 1.1.3 

3.3. 1.3 

The  prevailing  winds  have  historically  averaged  2  meters  per  second  (7  feet  per  second)  in  a  southeasterly  direction  in  the  summer  and  4  meters  per 
second  (12  feet  per  second)  in  a  northeasterly  direction  in  the  winter  in  the  Florida  Keys.  These  conditions  were  used  in  the  calculations  of  exhaust 
depositions.  The  concentration  of  emissions  would  be  far  below  permissible  health  levels  by  the  time  wind  borne  pollution  reached  residential  areas. 

P-W-0026.04 

Water  Quality- 
Saddlebunch 

3.3. 1.4 

3.3.14.4 

Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate, 
water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  even  with  low  flow  and  mixing. 

P-W-0026.05 

Alternatives 

2.3 

Section  2.3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  presents  the  range  of  site  alternatives  that  were  originally  evaluated  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  program. 
Specific  factors  that  eliminated  these  alternatives  from  further  consideration  are  summarized. 

Drake,  Susan 

P-W-0027.01 

Biology-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

Me  Arthur,  Phil 
and  Jane 

P-W-0028.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

3.3.10.3 

It  is  not  proposed  to  conduct  war  games  from  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0028.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

unsigned 

P-W-0029.01 

Land  use-Keys 

It  is  not  proposed  to  launch  anti-ballistic  missiles  from  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0029.02 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

unsigned 

P-W-0030.01 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

Blazevic,  R.  L. 

P-W-0031.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Magill,  Mary 

P-W-0032.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

Hendricks, 

M.E. 

P-W-0033.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 
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illegible 

Canneto,  Frank 

Pipeline 
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Comment 
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P-W-0034.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-W-0034.02 

Draft  SEIS 

P-W-0034.03 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-W-0035.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-W-0036.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-W-0037.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-W-0037.02 

Alternatives 

P-W-0038.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-W-0039.01 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-W-0039.02 

Safety 

P-W-0039.03 

Biology-Keys 

P-W-0040.01 

Program 

P-W-0040.02 

Draft  SEIS 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

Shipped  18  March  1998. 


Comment  noted. 


No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1.0  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Comment  noted. 


The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles) 
of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be 
operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation. 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated  with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary 
role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and 
procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure. 
Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 
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Golden,  Jim 

P-W-0041.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Poole,  Samuel 

E.  Ill,  South 
Florida  Water 
Management 
District 

P-W-0042.01 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.7 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0042.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

Appendix  N 

Once  a  decision  is  made  on  which  sites  or  sites  would  be  included  in  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program,  an  Environmental  Resource  Permit 
would  be  obtained  from  either  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  or  the  South  Florida. 

P-W-0042.03 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected 
by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination 
with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and 
design  process.  Additional  mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0042.04 

Draft  SEIS 

3.3.3 

Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0042.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.1.3 

3.3.3 

See  response  P-W-0042.03  above. 

P-W-0042.06 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.1.14 

3.3.14 

The  OFW  status  of  the  waters  surrounding  the  Keys  is  recognized  in  the  Draft  SEIS.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of 
no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with 
no  long-term  elevation. 

P-W-0042.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.7 

As  described  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National 
Marine  Sanctuary;  about  4.3  percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1 .6  percent  of  the 
Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military 
uses  in  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation.  This  consultation  would  require  that  any 
proposed  action  be  designed  and  implemented  so  that  potential  impacts  to  any  habitat  or  species  be  1)  avoided  to  the  extent  possible,  2)  minimized 
when  avoidance  is  not  possible,  and  3)  mitigated  to  compensate  for  potential  long-term  adverse  effects. 

P-W-0042.08 

Biology 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0042.09 

Geology  & 
Soils-Keys 

3. 1.5.4 

3.3. 5.4 

Aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  are  bound  in  the  solid  rocket  motor  binder  matrix,  polybutadiene  rubber.  This  material  has  the  consistency  of 
rubber,  and  will  not  spill  on  site.  Aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  are  combustion  products  and  will  be  deposited  on  the  ground  and  water  in 
low  rates  after  a  launch.  This  is  addressed  in  the  air  quality  section,  the  geology  and  soils  section  and  the  water  section  of  the  Draft  SEIS. 
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P-W-0042.10 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a 
launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water. 
Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ 
primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is 
13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near 
field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition 
rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60 
meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a 
high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of 

137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile 
launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in 
rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed 
to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions).  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow 
marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-W-0042.1 1 

Water  Quality 

3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

It  is  recognized  that  the  small  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  required  for  program  facilities  could  increase  nonpoint  source  pollution.  Final  design 
planning  and  engineering  will  minimize  the  creation  of  new  impervious  surfaces  and  will  establish  procedures  systems  to  minimize  untreated  surface 
runoff  from  program-related  sites. 

P-W-0042.12 

Land  use-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0042.1 3 

Land  use-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

Causey,  Billy 

D.  Florida  Keys 
National  Marine 
Sanctuary 
Program 

P-W-0043.01 

Land  use-Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-W-0043.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary;  about  4.3 
percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1.6  percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine 
Sanctuary  is  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  the  Florida  Keys 

National  Marine  Sanctuary  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation.  The  disruption  of  a  normal  test  event  would  consist  of  a  loud  noise 
(similar  to  the  takeoff  of  a  commercial  jet  aircraft)  no  more  than  once  a  month.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected,  consultation  with  Federal  and 
state  resource  agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas.  Consultation  with  the  Director  of 
the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  began  early  in  the  planning  process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  program  and  is  ongoing. 
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RESPONSE 

P-W-0043.03 

Launch 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a 
launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water. 
Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ 
primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is 
13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near 
field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition 
rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1 .5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60 
meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a 
high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of 

137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile 
launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in 
rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed 
to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions).  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow 
marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-W-0043.04 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

Potential  disturbance  of  marine  waterfowl  is  addressed  in  section  3. 3. 3.4  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0043.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

All  patrol  activity  required  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  be  provided  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  Florida  Marine  Patrol  who  are 
familiar  with  navigation  along  the  coast  and  the  administration  of  coastal  regulations. 

P-W-0043.06 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

Wheeler,  Kathy 

P-W-0044.01 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4.1, 

3.3.11.4.2 

In  the  SEIS,  the  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense- 
related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of 
U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  There  are  no  plans  to  close 
Highway  1. 

P-W-0044.02 

Biology-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

In  the  SEIS  the  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  and  sensitive  habitats  concludes  that  the  risk  of  disturbance  or  harm  to  these  resources  is 
extremely  small.  Hazardous  waste  management  plans,  spill  prevention  plans,  and  spill  recovery  procedures  have  been  established  to  minimize  the 
probability  of  spills  and  to  assure  quick  and  thorough  clean-up  should  a  spill  ever  occur.  The  likelihood  of  a  launch  mishap  is  very  remote,  and  the 
safety  procedures  that  been  put  in  place  would  minimize  any  potential  damage  to  these  protected  areas. 

P-W-0044.03 

Safety-Keys 

Appendix  G 

The  schools  are  outside  the  proposed  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the  available  land  launch  trajectory 
type  of  missiles  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Less  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind  conditions  at  the  time  of  launch 
and  the  reaction  time  of  the  range  safety  officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Conversely,  more  operational 
constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the  operational  constraints  associated  with 
it  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  the  launch  can  safely  conducted. 

P-W-0044.04 

Noise 

3.3. 8.4 

Comment  noted. 

Marple,  Richie 
Anne 

P-W-0045.01 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

The  Navy  is  a  cooperating  agency  for  this  SEIS.  The  Navy’s  possible  participation  in  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range  and  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  this  participation  have  been  evaluated  in  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0045.02 

Draft  SEIS 

Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 
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P-W-0045.03 

Program 

1.4 

The  maximum  Theater  Missile  Defense  program  requirement  would  involve  up  to  24  testing  and/or  training  activities  occurring  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range  during  each  year.  Multiple  interceptor  testing  (2  per  target)  could  require  that  up  to  48  interceptor  missiles  be  launched  each  year.  See  sections 
1.4  and  2.1  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0045.04 

Transportation- 
Santa  Rosa 

3.1.11.4 

3.2.11.4 

Highway  98  does  not  fall  in  the  proposed  Launch  Hazard  Area.  The  Intracoastal  Waterway  would  be  closed  for  periods  up  to  4  hours  per  test  event,  no 
more  often  than  24  times  per  year. 

P-W-0045.05 

Land  use-Eglin 

3.1.7 

Site  A.  1 5  is  located  in  Santa  Rosa  County. 

P-W-0045.06 

Air  Quality 

3.1. 1.4.1 

Site  A-l 5  air  quality  impacts  are  described  in  section  3. 1 . 1 .4. 1 . 

P-W-0045.07 

Airspace 

3.3.2.4 

The  proposed  action  is  for  24  test  events  per  year  requiring  clearance  of  airspace  for  no  more  than  4  hours  per  test  event. 

P-W-0045.08 

Land  use-Eglin 

3.1. 7.3.1 

Section  3. 1.7. 3.1  of  the  Draft  SEIS  describes  the  two  parcels  of  Air  Force  land  on  Santa  Rosa  Island.  These  two  are  not  open  to  the  public.  Site  A- 15 
is  on  the  western  parcel. 

P-W-0045.09 

Transportation- 
Santa  Rosa 

3.1.11.4.1 

Access  over  the  Navarre  Bridge  is  not  proposed.  Access  would  be  through  Ft.  Walton  Beach. 

P-W-0045.10 

Safety- Santa 

Rosa 

3.1.12.4.1 

There  is  a  fire  station  onsite  and  water  to  provide  adequate  fire  fighting  capability. 

P-W-0045.1 1 

Socioeconomics 

3.2.10.4 

The  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  proposal  are  addressed  in  sections  3.1.10.4,  3.2.10.4,  and  3.3.10.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  Economic  dislocation  of 
commercial  fisheries  is  estimated  to  be  less  than  1  percent  per  year. 

P-W-0045.12 

Transportation- 
Santa  Rosa 

3.2.11.4 

Section  3.2. 1 1.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  addresses  the  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  on  maritime  traffic  within  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Pensacola 
is  not  in  the  list  of  top  ten  shipping  volume  ports,  but  is  displayed  in  figure  3.2. 11-1  with  1.6  million  tons  per  year. 

P-W-0045.13 

Transportation 

3.2.11.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  be  cleared  for  no  more  than  4  hours  at  one  time.  Roads  within  the  proposed  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  be  closed  for 
no  more  than  4  hours,  likely  much  less. 

P-W-0045.14 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

In  accordance  with  current  Air  Force  operational  agreements  with  the  local  fire  departments,  training  would  be  provided  if  needed. 

P-W-0045.1 5 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

P-W-0045.1 6 

Alternatives 

2. 1.1. 2.2 

The  platform  launch  alternative  is  in  the  other  categories  considered  category  just  like  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0045.1 7 

Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  generate  additional  demand  for  public  services  provided  by  local  governments  and  resulting  fiscal 
impacts  would  be  minimal.  Memoranda  of  Agreement  would  be  reached  with  local  governments  describing  the  support. 

Halloran, 

George 

P-W-0046.01 

Biology-Keys 

3.2.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

The  potential  impacts  to  marine  animals  are  addressed  in  sections  3. 2. 3. 4  and  3. 3. 3. 4. 

P-W-0046.02 

Noise 

3. 1.8.4 

3.3. 8.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  There 
will  be  high  maximum  noise  levels  resulting  from  missile  launches.  These  levels  will  last  for  less  than  60  seconds. 

P-W-0046.03 

Land  use-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0046.04 

Draft  SEIS 

5.0 

Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0046.05 

Alternatives 

1.0 

P-W-0046.06 

Land  use-Keys 

1.0 

P-W-0047.01 

Program 

P-W-0048.01 

Land  use-Keys 

3.0 

P-W-0048.02  Alternatives-  1.0 
Keys 


P-W-0048.03  Draft  SEIS _ 

P-W-0048.04  Cultural-Cape  3. 1.4.4 
San  Bias 


P-W-0049.01  Alternatives-  3. 1.3. 4 

Keys  3.3.3  A 


P-W-0049.02 

Altematives- 

1.0 

Keys 

P-W-0049.03 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.7. 

P-W-0049.04 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

RESPONSE 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview, 

explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. _ 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. _ 

Thank  you  for  the  DSEIS  comments  provided  in  your  letter  dated  3 1  March  1998.  We  greatly  appreciate  the  time  you  and  your  staff  have  spent  in 
reviewing  and  commenting  on  the  DSEIS.  We  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  your  office  during  development  of  the  Final  SEIS,  anticipated  for 
release  in  August  1998.  We  recognize  the  area’s  designation  as  an  “area  of  critical  state  concern”  and  have  designed  the  proposal  to  avoid  or  minimize 
potential  environmental  impacts. 


No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed.  As  you  are  aware,  the  Florida  Keys  sites  are  no  longer  under  consideration  as  part  of  the  preferred  alternative.  If  future 
requirements  indicate  a  need  to  further  address  potential  use  of  either  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys,  additional  Federal  and  state  agency  consultation 
and  a  supplemental  biological  assessment  will  be  accomplished  for  those  specific  areas.  This  Biological  Assessment  would  be  fully  coordinated  with 
all  appropriate  resource  agencies  and  would  incorporate  site-specific  mitigations  developed  in  cooperation  during  the  consultation  process. 

All  comments  prepared  by  state  agencies  will  be  carefully  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program. , 
Coordination  with  the  Florida  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  has  continued  throughout  the  environmental  assessment  process  for  the  Theater 
Missile  Defense  testing  program.  A  determination  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  eligibility  for  any  site  selected  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
would  be  conducted  prior  to  any  site  preparation  and  flight  test  activity.  Specific  mitigations  for  the  lighthouse  on  Cape  San  Bias  have  been  included 

in  section  3. 1,4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. _ 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed.  Land  use  and  water  impacts  are  addressed  in  sections  3. 3. 7.4  and  3. 3. 1.4.4  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 


In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Comment  noted. _ 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. _ 
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P-W-0049.05 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly.  The  potential  impacts  of  launch  emission  on  marine  resources  are  addressed  in  sections  3. 1.3. 4,  3. 2. 3. 4, 
and  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  Potential  ecological  impacts  of  a  launch  mishap  are  presented  in  section  3.1.9,  3.2.9,  and  3.3.9. 

P-W-0049.06 

Draft  SEIS 

Preliminary  review  documents  that  were  prepared  prior  to  the  release  of  the  Draft  SEIS  were  work-in-progress  documents  for  internal  review.  The 
information  and  conclusions  presented  in  these  earlier  documents  were  preliminary  and  did  not  reflect  the  full  data  and  analysis  included  in  the  Draft 
SEIS. 

P-W-0049.07 

Biology-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

3.3.3.3 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated 
for  military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges 
(see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal 
and  state  resource  agencies.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific 
mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific  measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented 
prior  to  beginning  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-W-0049.08 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

All  patrol  activity  required  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  be  provided  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  Florida  Marine  Patrol  who  are 
familiar  with  navigation  along  the  coast  and  the  regulations  that  apply  to  the  area. 

P-W-0049.09 

Land  use-Keys 

Appendix  N 

Once  a  decision  is  made  on  which  sites  or  sites  would  be  included  in  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program,  the  appropriate  permit  applications  will 
be  made. 

P-W-0049.10 

Water  quality 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Deposition  of  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  during  normal  launch  activities  is  addressed  in  sections  3. 1.1. 4.4,  3. 2. 1.4.4,  and  3. 3. 1.4. 4.  Both 
of  these  chemicals  are  bound  into  a  solid  rocket  motor  fuel  matrix  of  polybutadiene  rubber  binder  and  could  not  spill.  The  handling,  transportation, 
storage,  use  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  or  wastes  required  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  be  in  accordance  with  the 
Department  of  Defense,  Air  Force,  and  Navy  regulations  and  instructions.  The  life  cycle  control  and  management  of  all  toxic  and  hazardous 
substances  ensures  that  they  are  not  enter  pathways  to  human  or  ecological  exposure. 

P-W-0049.11 

Land  use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0049.12 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

A  letter  from  the  Florida  Department  of  Community  Affairs  dated  April  13,  1998  stated  “implementation  of  any  alternative  which  includes  land 
launches  from  the  Florida  Keys  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  FCMP.” 

Percy,  George 
W.  Division  of 
Historical 
Resources, 
Florida  Dept,  of 
State 

P-W-0050.01 

Cultural-Cape 

San  Bias 

3. 1.4.4 

Noise-induced  vibration  could  cause  significant  impacts.  However,  as  no  definitive  studies  exist  on  such  impacts,  a  conclusive  statement  as  to  the 
exact  effects  is  impossible.  Noise-induced  vibration  could  adversely  affect  the  lighthouse  lens.  Specific  mitigations  for  the  lighthouse  on  Cape  San 

Bias  have  been  included  in  section  3. 1 .4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  Relocation  is  proposed  as  an  option  to  avoid  possible  impacts.  If  mutually  acceptable 
mitigations  are  included  in  the  document  to  protect  the  lens  in  place,  adverse  effects  may  be  avoidable.  Suggest  that  the  lens  be  removed  only  for  the 
duration  of  the  testing  program. 

P-W-0050.02 

Cultural-Eglin 

3. 1.4.4 

Potential  impacts  to  historic  resources  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Santa  Rosa  Island  are  addressed  programmatically  in  the  text  of  the  SEIS.  As  the  eligibility 
of  these  resources  is  unknown,  the  document  does  not  attempt  to  determine  specific  impacts.  However,  the  document  states  that  should  launch  options 
that  require  alteration  of  these  resources  be  chosen,  a  determination  of  eligibility  would  be  conducted  and  appropriate  mitigations  developed  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office. 

P-W-0050.03 

Cultural 

3. 1.4.4 

Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0050.04 

Cultural-Eglin 

3. 1.4.4 

This  statement  has  been  modified  in  section  3. 1.4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0050.05 

Cultural-Eglin 

3. 1.4.4 

This  statement  has  been  modified  in  section  3. 1.4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0050.06 

Cultural 

3. 1.4.3 

This  statement  is  in  reference  to  the  removal  of  archaeological  material  from  its  original  context.  A  distinction  between  historic  structures  and 
archaeological  sites  has  been  included  in  section  3. 1.4. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0050.07 

Cultural-Eglin 

3. 1.4.4 

This  statement  has  been  modified  in  sections  3. 1.4.4,  3. 3. 4.4  and  3.5  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0050.08 

Cultural-Eglin 

3.5 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  section  3.5  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Marine 

Fisheries 

Commission 

P-W-0051.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Cairns,  Duncan 
J.,  North  West 
Florida  Water 
Management 
District 

P-W-0052.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Flulsey,  John, 
South  Florida 
Regional 
Planning 

Council 

P-W-0053.01 

The  Draft  SEIS  was  not  a  permit  application. 

P-W-0053.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  planning  and  siting  process  for  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  considered  many  factors  in 
identifying  alternative  sites  including  mission  requirements,  environmental  conservation,  human  and  ecological  health  and  land  use  compatibility.  The 
alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected,  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas. 

P-W-0053.03 

Land  use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

When  a  decision  is  made  selecting  one  or  more  alternative  sites  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies  will  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas.  These  mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the 

Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  incorporating  specific  measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiation  of  site  preparation  and 
test  activities.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations. 

P-W-0053.04 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

See  previous  response. 

West  Florida 

Regional 

Planning 

Council 

P-W-0054.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Apalachee 

Regional 

Planning 

Council 

P-W-0055.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Gulf  County 

P-W-0056.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 
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Thorpe,  Paul 
Northwest 


Florida  Water 

Management 

District 
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Resource  Area 

P-W-0057.01 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

P-W-0057.02 

Water  quality- 
Eglin 

P-W-0057.03 

Biology-Eglin 

P-W-0057.04 

Water  quality 

P-W-0058.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-W-0059.01 

Alternative-Cape 
San  Bias 

P-W-0059.02 

Water  quality- 
Eglin 

P-W-0059.03 

Socioeconomics- 
Cape  San  Bias 

P-W-0059.04 

Biology-Eglin 

P-W-0059.05 

Cultural-Eglin 

P-W-0059.06 

Socioeconomic 

Section  &  Page 


3. 1.3.4 

3. 3. 3.4 

3.3.10.4 


1.0 


1.0 


3.3.10.4 


RESPONSE 

Comment  noted. 


Normal  launch  activities  would  not  result  in  appreciable  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Should  a  launch  mishap  occur,  efforts 
would  be  made  to  recover  the  debris  and  propellant. 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected 
by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination 
with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and 
design  process. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  small  increases  in  impervious  surfaces  required  for  program  facilities  could  increase  nonpoint  source  pollution.  If  either  of 
these  sites  is  selected,  final  design  planning  and  engineering  will  minimize  the  creation  of  new  impervious  surfaces  and  will  establish  procedures 
systems  to  minimize  untreated  surface  runoff  from  program-related  sites. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 

Final  SEIS  is  completed. _ 

As  described  in  section  1 . 1  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  this  document  supplements  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  EIS  that  evaluated  four 
alternative  ranges,  including  Eglin  AFB;  it  analyzes  new  alternatives  within  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 


Comment  noted. 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic  impact 
studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are  generally  positively 
related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have  experienced  generally  stable 
and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted  from  mission  reductions  and  base 
closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment 

levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be  expected. _ 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed.  The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non- 
jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  coordination  with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined 
during  the  final  planning  and  design  process. 

Coordination  with  the  Florida  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  has  continued  throughout  the  environmental  assessment  process  for  the  Theater 
Missile  Defense  testing  program.  A  determination  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  eligibility  for  any  site  selected  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
would  be  conducted  prior  to  any  site  preparation  and  flight  test  activity.  Specific  mitigations  for  the  lighthouse  on  Cape  San  Bias  have  been  included 

in  section  3. 1.4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS _ 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  generate  appreciable  additional  demand  for  public  services  provided  by  local  governments  and 
resulting  fiscal  impacts  would  be  minimal. 
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Freeman, 

Shirley 

Commissioner, 
County  of 
Monroe 

P-W-0060.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Responses  to  comments  made  during  the  public  hearing  are  included  in  Volume  2  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0060.02 

Water  quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0.1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly.  Potential  impacts  of  launch  mishaps,  including  the  effects  of  unbumed  solid  rocket  propellant  is 
presented  in  section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0060.03 

Safety 

Appendix  G 

Appendix  G  of  the  SEIS  describes  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land  launch  trajectory  type  of  missiles  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Less  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind 
conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  range  safety  officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the 
operational  constraints  associated  with  if  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  the  launch  can  safely  conducted.  A  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles 
was  never  proposed  for  the  Hera  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa  Island,  Cape  San  Bias  or  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally 
associated  with  the  Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However,  even  at  Fort  Wingate,  the  eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles 
Northeast  of  the  launch  site  due  to  the  existence  of  a  school  or  residence. 

P-W-0060.04 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Transportation  of  the  missile  segments  would  involve  standard  freight  transports  and  would  not  require  a  convoy.  Emergency  procedures  for  all 
contingencies  would  be  established  through  cooperative  agreements  with  local  public  safety  agencies.  No  specific  fire  fighting  vehicles  would 
accompany  the  shipment,  although  all  vehicles  would  be  equipped  with  standard  fire  suppression  equipment.  The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic 
impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak 
day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design 
capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation. 

P-W-0060.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the 
most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-W-0060.06 

Noise 

3. 1.8.4 

3.3. 8.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  See 
section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  discussion  of  potential  noise  impacts. 

P-W-0060.07 

Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic  impact 
studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are  generally  positively 
related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have  experienced  generally  stable 
and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted  from  mission  reductions  and  base 
closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment 
levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be  expected. 

Probert,  Daniel 
P.E. 

P-W-0061.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0061.02 

Alternatives 

2. 1.2. 1.2, 

2.2.2. 1.3 

Sections  2. 1.2. 1.2  and  2. 2. 2. 1.3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  describes  the  mobile  sea-launched  target.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires 
the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in 
making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-W-0061.03 

Alternatives 

2. 1.2. 1.2, 

2.2.2. 1.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0061.04 

Alternatives 

2.1 

Comment  noted 
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Moody,  Richard 


Hanley,  Mari 


Couvillion, 
Keith  J.  Texaco 
Exploration  and 
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P-W-0061.05  Alternatives  2,1 _ 

P-W-0061.06  Alternatives  1.0 


P-W-0062.01  Socioeconomic  3.3.10.4 


P-W-0062.02  General _ 3.3.10.4 

P-W-0062,03  Socioeconomic  3,3.10.4 
P-W-0062.04  Socioeconomic  3.3.10.4 


P-W-0062.05  Socioeconomic  3.3.10.4 

P-W-0062.06  Socioeconomic  3.3,10.4 

P-W-0062.07  Socioeconomic  3,3.10.4 

P-W-0062,08  Socioeconomic  3.3.10.4 

P-W-0063.01  Altematives. 

Keys 


P-W-0063.05  Draft  SEIS 


RESPONSE 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 
altematives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic  impact 
studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are  generally  positively 
related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have  experienced  generally  stable 
and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted  from  mission  reductions  and  base 
closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment 
levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be  expected. 

Comment  noted. _ 

There  are  no  plans  for  a  Theater  Missile  Defense  permanent  party  presence  in  Monroe  County. 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic  impact 
studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are  generally  positively 
related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have  experienced  generally  stable 
and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted  from  mission  reductions  and  base 
closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment 

levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be  expected. _ 

See  previous  response. _ 

See  previous  response. _ 

See  previous  response. _ 

See  previous  response. _ 

Comment  noted. 

The  maximum  Theater  Missile  Defense  program  requirement  would  involve  up  to  24  testing  and/or  training  activities  occurring  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range  during  each  year.  There  are  no  more  than  12  target  missile  launches  per  year  proposed  from  the  Florida  Keys  alternative  site. 

Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  additive 
in  nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program  activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on  nearby  soil  would  be 
somewhat  additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one  month  period  would  not  be  additive. 

In  the  SEIS  the  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  and  sensitive  habitats  concludes  that  the  risk  of  disturbance  or  harm  to  these  resources  is 
extremely  small.  Hazardous  waste  management  plans,  spill  prevention  plans,  and  spill  recovery  procedures  have  been  established  to  minimize  the 
probability  of  spills  and  to  assure  quick  and  thorough  clean-up  should  a  spill  ever  occur.  The  likelihood  of  a  launch  mishap  is  very  remote  and  the 

safety  procedures  that  have  been  put  in  place  would  minimize  any  potential  damage  to  these  protected  areas. _ 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  altematives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes 
sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  altematives  and,  to  assist  in  the 
decision  making  process. 
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P-W-0064.02  Land  and  Water  3. 2. 7.4  It  is  uncertain  where  and  when  oil  and  gas  exploration  facilities  would  be  constructed  in  the  areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  potentially  affected  by  the 

Use-Gulf  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program.  Any  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  would  be  speculative.  Prior  to  the  siting  of  such  oil  and  gas  facilities, 

appropriate  environmental  documentation  for  these  projects  would  need  evaluate  all  environmental  issues  including  the  presence  of  Theater  Missile 
Defense  and  other  military  test  program  in  the  Gulf. 

P-W-0064.03  Land  and  Water  3. 2. 7.4  Comment  noted. 

_ Use-Gulf _ 

P-W-0064.04  Land  and  Water  3. 2. 7.4  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  will  be  developed  with  the  Mineral  Management  Service  to  accommodate  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the 

Use-Gulf  Expanded  Eglin  Gulf  Teat  Range.  Procedures  for  scheduling,  notification,  clearance  and  mitigation  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  will 

_ be  developed  in  cooperation  with  Minerals  Management  Service  and  other  Federal  resource  agencies. _ 

P-W-0064.05  Land  and  Water  3. 2.7.4  Comment  noted. 

_ Use-Gulf _ 

P-W-0064.06  Land  and  Water  3. 2. 7.4  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  will  be  developed  with  the  Mineral  Management  Service  to  accommodate  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the 

Use-Gulf  Expanded  Eglin  Gulf  Teat  Range.  Procedures  for  scheduling,  notification,  clearance  and  mitigation  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  will 

be  developed  in  cooperation  with  Minerals  Management  Service  and  other  Federal  resource  agencies.  These  issues  would  be  considered  in  the 
planning  for  these  oil  facilities  in  the  Gulf.  It  is  assumed  that  Air  Force  test  activities  would  be  considered  the  Mineral  Management  Service.  The 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  documentation. 

P-W-0064.07  Land  and  Water  3.2. 7.4  No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 

Use-Gulf  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 

decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes 
sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and,  to  assist  in  the 
decision  making  process. 

Mueller,  Heinz  P-W-0065.01  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

J.  Chief, 

Office  of 

Environmental 

Assessment, 

U.S. 

Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  Region 
4 

P-W-0065.02  Draft  SEIS  This  Final  SEIS  is  the  completed  NEPA  documentation. 

P-W-0065.03  Air  Quality  3.2. 1 .4  The  Final  SEIS  does  propose  air  quality  monitoring  as  part  of  an  overall  mitigation  program. 

P-W-0065.04  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

P-W-0065.05  Land  &  Water  Appropriate  planning  and  notification  would  minimize  potential  delays  to  shipping  and  commercial  air  traffic. 

Use,  Airspace 

P-W-0065.06  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

P-W-0065.07  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

P-W-0065.08  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0065.09 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0065.09 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0065.10 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Lee,  James  H. 
Office  of 
Environmental 
Policy  and 
Compliance, 

U.S.  Dept,  of 
the  Interior 

P-W-0066.01 

Biology 

3.1.3 

3.3.3 

The  sand  habitat  in  which  sea  turtle  nests  are  generally  located  would  normally  attenuate  the  brief  vibration  caused  by  the  low-frequency  sound 
pressure  of  a  target  launch.  No  known  effects  on  embryos  and  hatchlings  would  be  expected  to  result  from  launch  test  vibration.  Data  from  the 
launches  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  been  incorporated  in  sections  3.1.3  and  3.3.3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0066.02 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

Section  3. 1.3. 4  of  the  SEIS  addresses  these  issues. 

P-W-0066.03 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  to  listed  species  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  are  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0066.04 

Biology 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 4  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  will  be 
documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific  measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  beginning  site 
preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-W-0066.05 

Land  use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.06 

Land  use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.07 

Environment- 

Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

Eglin  AFB  has  an  active  natural  and  cultural  resources  management  program,  including  monitoring  programs  for  sea  turtles. 

P-W-0066.08 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 4  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  will  be 
documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific  measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  beginning  site 
preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-W-0066.09 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  will  be  developed  with  the  Minerals  Management  Service  to  accommodate  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the  Eglin 
Gulf  Teat  Range.  Procedures  for  scheduling,  notification,  clearance  and  mitigation  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  will  be  developed  in 
cooperation  with  Minerals  Management  Service  and  other  Federal  resource  agencies. 

P-W-0066.10 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

The  maximum  Theater  Missile  Defense  program  requirement  would  involve  up  to  24  testing  and/or  training  activities  occurring  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 
Range  during  each  year.  Multiple  interceptor  testing  (2  per  target)  could  require  that  up  to  48  interceptor  missiles  be  launched  each  year.  See  sections 
1.4  and  2.1  of  the  Final  SEIS.  The  potential  for  55  tests  in  1999  includes  testing  at  all  ranges  including  White  Sands  Missile  Range,  WMR,  and  KMR. 
A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  will  be  developed  with  the  Minerals  Management  Service  to  accommodate  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the 
Expanded  Eglin  Gulf  Teat  Range.  Procedures  for  scheduling,  notification,  clearance,  and  mitigation  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  will 
be  developed  in  cooperation  with  Minerals  Management  Service  and  other  Federal  resource  agencies. 

P-W-0066.1 1 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

It  is  uncertain  where  and  when  oil  and  gas  exploration  facilities  would  be  constructed  in  the  areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  potentially  affected  by  the 
Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program.  Any  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  would  be  speculative.  Prior  to  the  siting  of  such  oil  and  gas  facilities  or 
initiation  of  exploration  operations,  appropriate  Minerals  Management  Service  environmental  documentation  for  these  projects  would  need  to  evaluate 
all  environmental  issues  including  the  presence  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  and  other  military  test  program  in  the  Gulf. 
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P-W-0066.12 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3.2. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.13 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.14 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.15 

Biology 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.16 

Biology 

3. 1.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.17 

Biology-Cape 

San  Bias 

3. 1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 18 

Air  Quality 

3.2. 1.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 19 

Biology-Gulf 

3 .2.3.3. 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.20 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 21 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3.2.13 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.22 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3.2.1.2 

3 .2.7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.23 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3.2.1.3 

3.2.1  A 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.24 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 25 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 26 

Biology 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.27 

Biology 

3.3.3.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066. 28 

Land  use-Keys 

3.3.1.3 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.29 

Land  use  Keys 

3.3.1  A 

Military  and  non-military  Federal  lands  on  Cudjoe  Key  are  illustrated  in  figure  33.1.2  in  the  Final  SEIS.  Conservation  and  preservation  lands  for  the 
lower  Florida  Keys  are  presented  in  figure  3. 3. 7.4. 

P-W-0066. 30 

Land  use  Keys 

3.3.1A 

See  previous  response. 

P-W-0066. 31 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3.2. 7.4 

This  has  been  added  to  3.4.5 
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P-W-0066.32 

Visual 

Aesthetics 

3.1.13.1 

3.3.13.1 

The  Forest  Service’s  methodology  provides  a  basis  to  compare  visual  setting  before  and  after  any  modification  or  addition.  The  perceived  degree  of 
change  is  subjective.  To  assist  in  the  comparison  of  vistas,  visual  simulations  have  been  provided  in  sections  3. 1.1. 3.4  and  3.3.13.4  of  the  Final  SEIS 
to  illustrate  potential  visual  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  facilities. 

P-W-0066.33 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

Minerals  Management  Service  Gulf  of  Mexico  Region  has  been  added  to  the  notification  list  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0066.34 

Geology  and 

Soils 

The  OCS  Lands  Act  has  been  included  in  the  List  of  Regulations  on  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0066.35 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

The  Air  Drop  EA  is  a  programmatic  environmental  assessment  and  does  not  address  specific  impacts  at  any  of  the  candidate  Air  Drop  test  locations. 

P-W-0066.36 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  will  be  developed  with  the  Minerals  Management  Service  to  accommodate  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  in  the  Eglin 
Gulf  Teat  Range.  Procedures  for  scheduling,  notification,  clearance,  and  mitigation  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  will  be  developed  in 
cooperation  with  Minerals  Management  Service  and  other  Federal  resource  agencies. 

P-W-0066.37 

Biology-Eglin 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-W-0066.38 

Biology 

3.3.3.4 

Specific  mitigations  that  would  avoid  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  have  been  identified  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  each  environmental  resource. 
Section  3. 3. 3. 4  in  the  Final  SEIS  addresses  proposed  mitigations  for  biological  resources.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations 
will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  describing  the  specific  measures,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to 
beginning  site  preparation  and  test  activities.  No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1  explains  the  factors  that  will 
be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and 
alternatives  and,  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

P-W-0066.39 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3 .2.7.4 

Comment  noted. 

Pfeiffer,  Steven 
G.  State  of 
Florida,  Dept, 
of  Community 
Affairs 

P-W-0067.01 

Land  Use 

3.3. 7.4 

3. 1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated 
for  military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges 
(see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal 
and  state  resource  agencies.  See  sections  3. 1 .3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 4  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific 
mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  This  mitigation  plan,  which  would  avoid  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on 
protected  areas,  would  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiating  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-W-0067.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

In  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
Primary  field  investigations  were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data. 

P-W-0067.03 

Water  quality- 
Eglin 

Comment  noted. 
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P-W-0067.04  Cultural-Cape  3.1 .7.4  Coordination  with  the  Florida  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  has  continued  throughout  the  environmental  assessment  process  for  the  Theater 

San  Bias  Missile  Defense  testing  program.  A  determination  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  eligibility  for  any  site  selected  in  the  Record  of  Decision 

would  be  conducted  prior  to  any  site  preparation  and  flight  test  activity.  Specific  mitigations  for  the  lighthouse  on  Cape  San  Bias  have  been  included 
in  section  3. 1.4.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0067.05  Water  Quality-  3. 1 . 1 3.4  Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 

Eglin  concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 

^  ^  returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 

field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation.  The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize 
any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense 
testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination  with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by 
the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and  design  process.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific 
mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental  impacts  will  be  identified  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  prepared  in 
consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initial  site  preparation  and  test  activities.  Additional 
mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0067.06  Water  quality  3.3.3.4  See  response  above. 

P-W-0067.07  Water  quality  Once  a  decision  is  made  on  which  sites  or  sites  would  be  included  in  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program,  an  Environmental  Resource  Permit 

would  be  obtained  from  either  the  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  or  the  South  Florida.  This  permit  has  been  added  to  Appendix  N, 
Potential  Permits,  in  the  Final  SEIS.  The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or 
non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination  with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely 
defined  during  the  final  planning  and  design  process.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential 
environmental  impacts  will  be  identified  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  prepared  in  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initial  site  preparation  and  test  activities.  Additional  mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included 
in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-W-0067.08  Safety  The  Draft  Emergency  Response  Plan  has  been  modified  to  reflect  these  notification  requirements.  See  Appendix  J  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Hartman,  P-W-0068.01  Comment  noted. 

Bradley 

Director, 

Florida  Game 
and  Fresh 
Water  Fish 
Commission 

P-W-0068.02  Comment  noted 

P-W-0068.03  Comment  noted 
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Table  5.1-2:  Responses  to  Written  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Section  &  Page 

RESPONSE 

Morrison, 
Michael  et  al; 
Last  Stand  - 
petition  against 
missile  testing 
in  the  Florida 
Keys 

P-W-0069.01 

Program 

Comment  noted 
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5.2  E-MAIL  COMMENT  DOCUMENTS 


Individuals  who  commented  on  the  Draft  SEIS  in  e-mail  form  are  listed  in  table  5.2-1 
along  with  their  respective  commentor  identification  number.  This  number  can  be  used  to 
find  the  e-mail  document  that  was  submitted  and  to  locate  the  corresponding  table  on 
which  responses  to  each  comment  is  provided. 

5.2.1  E-MAIL  COMMENTS 

Exhibit  5.2-1  presents  reproductions  of  the  e-mail  comment  documents  that  were 
received  in  response  to  the  Draft  SEIS.  Comment  documents  are  identified  by  commentor 
ID  number,  and  each  statement  or  question  that  was  categorized  as  addressing  a  separate 
environmental  issue  is  designated  with  a  sequential  comment  number. 

5.2.2  RESPONSE  TO  E-MAIL  COMMENTS 

Table  5.2-2  presents  the  responses  to  substantive  comments  to  the  Draft  SEIS  that 
were  received  in  e-mail  form.  Responses  to  specific  comments  can  be  found  by  locating 
the  corresponding  commentor  ID  number  and  sequential  comment  number  identifiers. 


Table  5.2-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (E-Mail  Documents) 


Commentor  and  Affiliation 

ID  Number 

Fender,  Heyward 

P-E-0010 

Frank,  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Burt 

P-E-0003 

Frank,  Dan  and  Pam 

P-E-0007 

Girard  Jr,  Harlowe  D. 

P-E-0006 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-E-0005 

Hurlburt,  Mary 

P-E-0002 

Kanter,  Charles 

P-E-001 1 

Ludwig,  Carol  E.,  Lt.  Col.  USAF 

P-E-0008 

Marsh,  William 

P-E-0001 

Moran,  Robert  J.;  National  Ocean  Industries  Association 

P-E-0009 

Palmerton,  Dr.  &  Mrs.  Keith  E. 

P-E-0004 

Thiel,  Don;  Cape  San  Bias  Camping  Resort 

P-E-001  2 

Final  TMD  ETR  SEIS—Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 
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From:  William  A.  Marsh 

To:  tmd®eglin  .af  .mil  ,  .  „ 

Subject:  SHIS  for  Proposed  Enhancement  of  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to 
test  Theater  Missle  Defense  Systems 
Date:  Thursday,  March  19,  1998  1:25PM 

I  attended  the  public  hearing  for  the  subject  SEIS  on  March  13,  1998  at 
the  Marathon,  Florida  Government  Center.  I  was  shocked  at  what  I  heard. 
The  proposed  alternative  to  use  Cudjoe  Key  or  Saddlebunch  Keys  as  land 
based  launch  Bites  for  target  missiles  can  best  be  described  by  one 
word.  Bizarre t  The  alternative  to  use  a  mobile  sea  launch  platform  can 
best  be  described  as  a  pipe  dream.  The  capability  is  still  on  the 
drawing  boards  and  is  not  operational.. 

While  the  proposal  was  presented  in  a  very  professional  manner  using  the 
latest  in  technology  to  make  the  presentation,  the  content  (which  is 
much  more  important)  was  sadly  deficient  and  lacking  in  adequate  factual 
data. 

In  more  detail,  following  are  my  concerns  over  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  presented 
as  they  related  to  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys: 

Air  Quality  -  Ho  information  was  presented  which  described  the  impact  on 
Air  Quality  in  a  worst  case  scenario.  That  is,  the  destruction  of  a 
missile  on  the  launch  pad,  within  the  LKA,  or  down  range. 

Airspace  use  -  The  proposed  testing  would  require  the  rerouting  of 
commercial  and  private  aircraft.  It  would  impact  traffic  m  the  area. 

Biological  Resources  -  The  SEIS  does  not  describe  in  any  way  the  nature 
of  the  “temporary  disturbance  to  wildlife"  that  would  result  following  a 
worst  case  scenario.  The  impact  is  dismissed  in  a  rather  cavalier 
fashion  with  no  data  to  support  the  conclusion.  The  same  could  be  said 
of  the  impact  of  an  A-bomb  on  Hiroshima. 

Geology  and  Soils  -  Once  again,  the  SEIS  only  addresses  a  successful 
launch.  Addition  study  is  required  to  determine  the  impact  of  a 
catastrophic  failure. 

Hazardous  Material  and  Waste  -  Once  again,  only  successful  testing  has 
been  considered. 

Land  and  Water  Use  -  The  Monroe  County  Commission  has  stated  that  the 
proposed  use  is  not  compatible  with  the  County  Comprehensive  Plan  I  The 
LHA  has  been  reduced  in  size  to  disguise  the  overlap  of  non-Federal 
parcels y/lt  is  obvious  that  no  one  with  marine  experience  has  adequately 
investigated  the  impact  on  water  based  activities  //Clearance  of  the  area 
for  short  periods  is  not  practical.  At  any  given  time,  there  are 
hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of  sailboats  traversing  the  area.  These 
vessels  are.  for  the  most  part,  not  capable  of  speeds  in  excess  of  6 
mph//In  four  hours,  they  could  travel  a  maximum  of  24  statute  miles- 
Interdicting  these  vessels  would  be  a  monumental  task.  In  addition, 
//there  are  charter  vessel  which  make  their  livelihood  from  the  millions 
of  visitors  to  the  Keys  who  come  from  all  over  the  world.  Weather 
conditions  dictate  when  they  can  go  out.  Canceling  their  operations 
during  a  good  weather  window  could  put  them  out  of  business  and  severely 
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impact  the  use  of  the  Keys  as  a  tourist  destination// Collateral  impacts 
would  be  the  reduction  of  motel  rentals,  restaurant  business  and  every 
other  tourist  oriented  activity.  And  then  there  are  the  commercial 
fisherman  who  must  pull  their  traps  and  catch  fish  when  conditions  are 
right . 

Noise  -  Again,  the  worst  case  scenario  is  not  considered.  Even  the 
successful  launch  noise  and  air  pressure  is  dismissed  and  compared  to 
the  noise  of  a  hair  dryer!  The  noise  and  pressure  waves  created  by 
successful  A-bomb  testing  could  also  be  dismissed  as  temporary. 

Safety  -  Data  from  credible  sources  say  that  missile  debris  resulting 
from  a  plausible  accident  could  be  scattered  up  to  2  miles  in  the  wrong 
direction.  The  6500  foot  LHA  is  clearly  not  realistic.  The  LHA  does  not 
include  any  number  of  events  which  could  cause  a  missile  to  travel  in 
the  wrong  direction  and  then  explode.  The  LHA  does  not  cover  other 
launch  hazards  which  are  clearly  identified  in  the  DEIS. 

Socioeconomic  -  See  land  and  water  use.  The  temporary  impact  on 
commercial  fisherman  is  severe  and,  in  many  cases,  cannot  be  properly 
mitigated. 

Transportation  -  No  data  was  presented  that  identified  the  impact  of  any 
abnormal  disturbance  (such  as  an  accident  on  one  on  our  many  bridges)  to 
the  Keys.  Not  only  is  US  1  the  major  artery  from  Key  Largo  to  Key  West, 
it  is  the  only  artery.  Severing  this  artery,  even  for  a  short  time, 
would  cause  a  severe  impact//This  artery  not  only  carries  traffic,  it 
also  is  our  only  water  and  electricity  conduit//The  traffic  study 
presented  indicates  that  the  traffic  in  Big  Pine  is  less  than  Cudjoe. 

How  can  that  be?  All  traffic  to  and  from  Cudjoe  from  the  mainland  must 
pass  through  Big  Pine./'' 

Utilities  -  The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  quality  of  the 
electric  service  in  the  Keys.  We  suffer  frequent  outages  of  varying 
duration  due  to  any  number  of  causes. 

Visual  Aesthetics  -  Target  missile  launch  pad  and  buildings  are  a  major 
impact.  Please  require  the  the  Final  SEIS  contains  graphic 
representations  of  the  are  before  and  after  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  facilities. 

Water  Resources  -  The  DEIS  does  not  attempt  to  estimate  the  volume  of 
water  available  for  the  HCl  to  mix  wit bv  There  is  nothing  in  the  DEIS 
that  shows  the  effects  of  HCl  on  the  delicate  sea  grass  beds  adjacent  to 
both  areas.  These  sea  grass  beds  are  so  fragile  that  a  mariner  anchoring 
or  touching  these  beds  is  subject  to  severe  finerf/which  could  be  in  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars/  Also,  there  are  several  families 
nearby  that  rely  on  water  collected  in  cisterns  as  their  sole  source  of 
water.  The  effectB  of  HCl  and  Aluminum  Oxide  on  their  drinking  water  is 
not  even  mentioned J/Fresh  water  resources  required  by  the  wildlife 
(including  endangered  species)  are  very  limited.  The  quantity  of  fresh 
water  available  and  the  impact  of  HCl  and  Aluminum  Oxide  on  that  water 
are  not  covered. 

In  summary,  the  DEIS  I  reviewed  does  not  adequately  address  many  serious 
issues.  If  it  did,  the  proposed  use  of  the  Florida  Keys  would 
immediately  be  removed  from  consideration  and  the  expanded  use  of  the 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  in  any  manner  would  be  brought  into  question. 

As  a  private  citizen  I  feel  very  frustrated  that  my  concerns  will  not  be 
seriously  considered  by  the  ‘'steamroller''  that  iB  coming  in  my 
direction.  It  is  putting  me,  other  citizens,  and  a  very  fragile 
ecological  subsystem,  unique  in  the  world,  in  harm's  way. 
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Exhibit  5.2-1:  Reproductions  of  E-Mail  Comment  Documents 
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Exhibit  5.2-1:  Reproductions  of  E-Mail  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 
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?  From:  KGeeP 

>  To:  tmd@eglin.af.mil 

?  Subject:  Theatre  missle  test: 

>  Date:  Monday,  March  23,  1998 
? 

>  Dear  Sir, 

?  My  wife  and  I  are  very  5 

?  theatre 

>  missle  defense  systems  in  fch< 

>  believe  it 

7  would  be  a  grievous  mistake  : 

>  environmental 

?  balance  of  South  Florida  and 


>  Palmerton 
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.r.g 

11:38?:-; 

strongly  opposed  to  the  idea  of  testing 

,  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Please  note  that  we 

:c  rick  .ipsetting  the  delicate 

especially  the  Florida  Keys. 

Dr.  and  Mrs.  Keith 


01 


>  From:  DHenlze 

>  To:  lmd@eglin.af.mil 

>  Subject:  EGTR  Draft  SEIS  Comment 

>  Date:  Friday,  March  27,  1998  3:28AM 

> 

>  Please  see  that  these  comments  are  addressed  in  the  Final  EGTR  Theater 

>  Missile 

>  Defense  SEIS. 

> 

> 

>  RELIABILITY  of  the  Hera  missile: 

>  This  issue  was  raised  many  times  in  the  scoping  process,  yet  it  is  not 

>  mentioned  in  the  Draft  SEIS.  Given  that  the  proposed  action  includes 

>  reducing 

>  the  Hera's  nominal  Launch  Hazard  Area  (1994  Theater  Missile  Defense 

>  EIS)  by 

>  over  a  factor  of  3,  launching  Hera  target  missiles  approximately  3 


>  times 

>  closer  to  several  hundred  homes  in  the  Keys  than  they  are  to  even 


>  isolated 

>  homes  elsewhere,  the  missile's  reliability  is  very  relevantj  Previous 

>  claims 

>  by  BMDO  of  99.6%  reliability  for  the  Hera  are  known  to  be  highly 

>  exaggerated; 

>  even  if  99.6%  were  valid  as  the  probability  only  that  catastrophic 


>  accidents 

>  wouldn't  happen,  it's  not  good  enough  for  justifying  launches 

>  unprecentedly 

>  close  to  populations;  for  in  the  course  of  120  launches,  that  failure 

>  has  a  , 

>  48%  chance  of  occurrence.  That  is  NOT  Insignificantly  small.// 

>  The  Final  SEIS  needs  to  fully  address  reliability  of  the  Hera  missile, 

>  including  all  components  and  systems  which  propel  and  control  its 

>  flight. 


> 


01 

02 


Exhibit  5.2-1:  Reproductions  of  E-Mail  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


>  The  LAUNCH  HAZARD  AREA: 

>  The  explanation  of  development  of  LHA  (Appendix  G)  is  inadequate.  It 

>  is  even 

>  more  simplified  than  the  extremely  over-simplistic  presentation  on  the 

>  TMD  Web 

>  slteljme  final  SEIS  needs  to  include  complete  and  detailed 

>  information 

>  relevant  to  reducing  the  Hera's  nominal  LHA  by  over  300%  in  order  to 

>  place  —i 

>  Hera  launches  directly  adjacent  to  neighborhoods.^ 

> 

>  The  SEIS  needs  to  disclose  the  exact  times  by  which  the  nominal  "worst 

>  turn 

>  plus  5  seconds"  criterion  for  flight  termination  would  be  reduced. 

> 

>  Since  human  error  cannot  be  ruled  out,  and  in  fact  is  the  cause  for 

>  many 

>  missile  failuresttthe  Final  SEIS  needs  to  include  discussion  of  the 

>  impact  of 

>  potential  human  error  In  critical  situations  such  as  a  missile 

>  pitching  over 

>  away  from  its  intended  trajectory,  at  critical  times  when  small 

>  fractions  of  a 

>  second  are  significant. 

> 

>  Even  discounting  "error",  it  must  be  considered  that  reaction  time 

>  varies  from 

>  person  to  person.  Significant  reduction  in  the  nominal  "5  seconds  to 

>  terminate"  will  require  action  in  short  enough  lime  to  be  near  the 

>  range  of 

>  variation  In  human  reaction  time. 


>  General  comment  on  the  Draft  SEIS: 

>  Many  issues  that  were  brought  up  in  the  scoping  process  are  simply  not 

>  addressed  in  the  Draft  SEIS.  The  preparers  of  the  SEIS  should  go  back 

>  over 

>  all  the  input  received  during  the  scoping  process,  and  include,  in  the 

>  Final 

>  SEIS,  discussion  of  all  issues. 


>  Having  read  the  Draft  SEIS,  I  can  only  conclude  that  it  is  inadequate 

>  in  ways 

>  too  numerous  to  mention.  Most  issues  are  addressed  very 

>  superficially,  and 

>  most  of  the  conclusions  of  minimal  impact  are  not  at  all  supported  by 

>  facts 

>  contained  in  the  document. 

> 

>  Overall,  the  document  is  very  poorly  prepared,  and  shows  even  minimal 
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>  or  no 

>  proofreading  at  all.  The  address  for  TMD  is  incorrect  on  the  cover; 

>  the 

>  document  contains  ridiculous  oversights,  such  as  placing  the  City  of 

>  Miami  In 

>  Monroe  County.  It  should  not  be  the  job  of  the  concerned  public  to 

>  find  such 

>  things  wrong  with  the  document.  The  careless  mistakes  are 

>  inexcuseable  even 

>  in  a  Draft. 

> 

>  Content-wise,  the  Draft  SEIS  is  nothing  short  of  scientific  fraud. 


>  Conclusion: 

>  The  safety  and  reliability  Issues  for  the  Hera  launches,  and  other 

>  Issues 

>  relating  to  the  reduced  Launch  Hazard  Areas  for  the  proposed  Hera 

>  target 

>  sites,  simply  cannot  be  resolved. 

> 

>  Cumulative  impact  on  wildlife  and  habitat  have  not  been  addressed,  and 

>  legitimate  study  of  impacts  on  the  various  Keys  ecosystems  would  take 

>  considerable  time  and  expense. 

> 

>  l  strongly  urge  that  the  Final  SEIS  eliminate  consideration  of  the 

>  Keys  launch 

>  proposals  as  even  alternative  actions. 

> 

> 

>  Dennis  Henize 
>PO  BOX421162 

>  Summerland  Key,  FL  33042-1162 
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Exhibit  5.2-1:  Reproductions  of  E-Mail  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 
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From:  jghdg@juno.com 
To:  tmd@eglin.af.mil 

Subject:  The  SEIS  for  the  proposed  missile  tests  from  the  Florida  Keys 
Date:  Thursday,  March  26, 1998  2:56PM 

The  Draft  of  the  Secondary  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Is  a 
misleading  study  of  a  unique  environment.  It  is  not  applicable  to  the 
Florida  Keys. 

Monroe  County  has  the  only  easily  accessible,  shallow  water,  living 
Coral  Reef  in  the  United  States. 

There  are  thousands  of  acres  of  shallow  water  and  wild  mangrove 
islands  providing  a  life-sustaining  nursery  for  marine  and  bird  life 
surrounding 
the  proposed  sites. 

The  area  from  the  Everglades  through  Florida  Bay  to  the  coral  reef 
is  already  under  inlense  scrutiny  by  federal  and  state  pollution  control 
experts  and 

would  only  suffer  more  damage  from  highly  toxic  chemicals  during  normal 
launches. 

The  ecological  environment  here  is  so  fragile,  that  the  state  of 
Florida  has  declared  Monroe  County  an  Area  of  Critical  State  Concern 
The  water 

quality,  population  density,  traffic  density,  land  use,  marine 
resources,  and 

EVEN  the  rate  of  growth  is  strictly  regulated.  The  proposed  land  and 
water  use  is 

not  compatible  with  the  Monroe  County  Comprehensive  Land  Use  Plan 
This  is  the  only  county  in  America  primarily  made  up  of  islands, 
strung  together  by  41  bridges,  for  120  miles,  with  ONE  road.  That  ONE 
road 

carries  all  the  traffic  necessary  for  our  daily  living;  food  and 
supplies,  emergency 

and  medical  transportation,  school  buses,  and  all  of  our  water  and 
electricity. 

I  reside  in  Sugarioaf  Shores,  a  seven  hundred  lot  plated 
subdivision 

within  five  miles  of  the  LHA.  There  are  approximately  550  homes  already 
built 

and  a  few  more  are  added  every  quarter,  giving  this  area  an  assessed 
valuation  of 

neariy  six  hundred  million  dollars.  There  are  two  other  major 
sub-divisions  on 

Cudjoe  key  closer  to  the  LHA  with  similar  property  values.  The  economic 
impact  of 

monthly  missile  launches  would  greatly  reduce  the  property  value  of  all 
our  homes 

according  to  recent  Real  Estate  studies.  Monroe  County  already  suffers 
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the  highest 

average  per  capita  property  tax  in  the  state  and  an  even  greater  tax 
burden  would 

have  to  be  assumed  by  the  other  tax  payers  in  the  county  for  our 
devalued  property. 

Recognizing  this  unique  environment,  the  federal  government,  as  far 
back  as  1 908,  began  designating  specific  wildlife  areas  in  Monroe 
County.  Today 

there  are  four  refuges  and  two  contain  the  only  Key  Deer  and  American 
crocodiles  in 
the  U.S. 

Superimposed  over  all  of  this  is  the  federally  mandated  Florida 
Keys 

National  Marine  Sanctuary.  Established  in  1990,  it  covers  two  thousand 
eight 

hundred  square  miles  from  Biscayne  National  Park  to  the  Dry  Tortugas  and 
expressively  forbids  the  type  of  activity  contemplated  In  this  draft. 

This  is  the  only  county  in  the  continental  United  States  in  a 
subtropical  zone 

with  consistent  high  humidity.  Missile  exhaust  would  spew  out  HCL  that 
would  quickly  combine  with  water  in  the  atmosphere  to  make  about  10,000 
pounds 

of  concentrated  hydrochloric  acid.  Wind  effects  have  not  been  properly 
considered  in  chemical  cloud  disbursement  scenarios. 

.  On  land  surrounding  the  proposed  site,  the  endangered  Silver  Rice 
Rats 

habitat  extends  from  Cudjoe  to  the  Saddle  bunch  keys  and  no  where  else. 
The  endangered  Florida  Marsh  Rabbits  habitat  extends  from  Big  Torch  to 
the 

Saddlebunch  and  is  the  rarest  mammal  in  the  keys. 

The  last  remaining  stands  of  tropical  hardwood  hammocks  are  on 
Cudjoe  Key  and  Sugarioaf  Key.  Pine  rockland  is  unique  in  the  world,  a 
globally 

endangered  ecosystem  lying  alongside  the  launch  hazard  area  boundary 
on 

Sugarioaf  Key. 

Wetlands  surround  both  proposed  sites  so  that  any  mishap  will  spill 
directly  into  the  marine  environment  affecting  fish,  invertebrates,  and 
defoliating  the  native  flora. 

The  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  continues  to  regard  this 
area  as  a  viable  alternative.  We  believe  that  launching  missiles  from 
the  Florida 

Keys  should  not  be  an  alternative  and  suggest  you  amend  the  draft  to 
state 

exactly  that. 

Should  any  of  the  above  be  construed  to  be  an  indictment  of,  or 
anti-U.S.  Air  Force  In  any  way.  please  be  advised  that  my  father  and  I 
both  proudly 

wore  that  uniform.  After  a  distinguished  career,  he  was  buried  in 
Arlington 

National  Cemetery  in  1983. 

Sincerely, 

Harlowe  D.  Girard,  Jr. 

P.O.Box  440052 
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ri-om:  NoFyrzl 
To:  c.md@eglin.af.mil 
Subject!  Missile  Test  Site 
Date;  Wednesday,  March  25,  192  3 


Major  Kennedy, 

Please  add  my  wife's  and  :i.y  • 
the  _ 

testing  of  theater  missiles  tne 
nanv 

years  of  travelling  to  the  V.  onca 

adversely  affected  by  too  many  attac 
done 

irreparable  harm  to  the  fragile  e::s 
</e  firmly  believe  in  a  strong  r. 

for  .  . 

testing  of  theater  weapons,  :>-t  we  .. 

a  test 

area. 

Thank  you  for  your  con::  •  .-.•ra,.  •. 


to  the  list  of  those  opposed  to 

orida  Gulf.  We  feel  that  in  our 

tya  and  the  Everglades  that  it  has 

:q  from  various  sources  that  have 

•stem.  .  , 

, litary  force  and  can  see  the  need 

•el  this  is  not  a  sound  choice  for 


Sincerely* 

Dan  and  Pam  Frank 
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>  From:  Carol  Ludwig 

>  To:  tmd@eglin.af.mil 

>  Subject:  TMD  DSEIS 

>  Date:  Friday,  April  03, 1998  10:47AM 


>  Maj  Kennedy, 

> 

>  I  reviewed  the  Draft  SEIS  dated  6  Feb  98  and  have  no  comments. 

>  The 

>  FAA  reviewer  at  Southern  Region  indicated  to  me  that  he  had  no 

>  comments  on  the  document.  Also,  I  understand  that  Hq  FAA 

>  Environmental  specialists  will  attend  a  meeting  in  the  near 

>  future  to 

>  discuss  their  views  on  the  document. 

> 

>  Carol  E.  Ludwig,  Lt  Col,  USAF 

>  AFREP 

>  FAA  Southern  Region 


P-E  4)008 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


peOQ7 

5-135 


Exhibit  5.2-1:  Reproductions  of  E-Mail  Comment  Documents  (Continued) 


P-E-0009 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 


>  From:  Bob  Moran 

>  To:  tmd@eglin.af.mil 

>  Subject:  EGTR 

>  Date:  Wednesday,  April  08,  1998  5:01PM 

> 

>  April  8,  1998 

> 

>  Ms.  Linda  Ninh 

> 

>  The  EGTR  Information  package  signed  by  Captain  Brian  W.  Moss  lists  an 

>  internet  address  for  Information  on  the  proposed  action.  The  address 

>  listed  Is  as  follows: 

>  http://twl.eglin.af.mil/46mtd/tmd.htm 

> 

>  I  have  been  unable  to  access  this  address  and  retrieve  the 

>  information. 

>  Do  I  have  the  correct  address7  Is  the  information  still  available? 

> 

>  Thank  you. 

> 

>  Robert  J.  Moran 

>  Director,  Government  Affairs 

>  National  Ocean  Industries  Association 

>  1 120  G  Street,  N.W.  Suite  900 

>  Washington,  DC  20005 

>  (202)  347-6900 

>  (202)  347-8650 

>  bobm@noia.org 


01 


>  From:  Spaits,  Michael 

>  To:  TMD, 

>  Cc:  Wright,  Newell 

>  Subject:  Comments 

>  Date:  Friday,  April  03, 1998  1:01PM 

> 

>  Received  on  Apr.  3, 1998  at  1030  hrs„  by  Mike  Spaits. 

>  Comments  by  Mr.  Heyward  Fender,  863-2996: 

> 

>  1 .  Were  native  Americans  included  in  the  planning? 

>  2.  Were  all  the  Keys  looked  at? 

> 

>VR 
>  Mike 


01 

02 
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From:  KiSSCOOK 
To:  tmd@eglln.af.mll 
Subject:  Missiles  In  The  Gulf  of  Mexico 
Date:  Friday,  April  03. 1998  2:49PM 

Charles  E.  Kanter 
234  49th  Street,  Ocean 
Marathon,  Florida  33050 
305-743-0626  Tel  &  Fax 
e-mail:  kisscook@aol.com 

TO: 

Vice  President,  Ai  Gore 

Secretary  of  Defense,  William  Cohen 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Florida  Governor  Lawton  Chiles 

Senator  Connie  Mack 

Senator  Bob  Graham 

Congressman  Richard  Deutsch 

Florida  Slate  Senator  Daryl  dories 

State  Representative  Debbie  Horan 

Monroe  County  Mayor  Emeritus,  Shirley  Freeman 

THE  FLORIDA  KEYS  FACE  A  MILITARY  THREAT!  The  threat  comes  from  a 
domestic 

source  rather  than  a  foreign  onet 

The  United  Stales  Department  of  Defense,  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
Organization  (BMDO)  under  the  direction  of  Lieutenant  General  Lester  L. 
Lyles 

using  incomplete  data  and  1941  attitudes,  desires  to  turn  one  of  the 
most 

ecologically  sensitive,  busiest  and  most  prosperous  area  of  the  United 
States 

Into  a  live  ammunition  missile  testing  range. 

The  program  Lieutenant  General  Lester  L.  Lyles  and  the  BMDO  is  proposing 
a 

program  that  would  construct  a  missile  launching  site  in  the  lower 
"Fabulous 

Florida  Keys."  Missiles  launched  from  the  Keys  would  then  be  intercepted 
and 

destroyed  (hopefully)  by  other  missiles  launched  from  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base, 

some  800  miles  to  the  north,  across  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  scenario 
presents 

the  following  catastrophic  problems. 


01 


02 


1 .  The  proposed  missile  Keys  site  in  the  midst  of  four  (4)  extremely 
sensitive 

major  ecological  preserve  areas,  any  military  usage  of  any  kind  would 
be 

devastating,  (see  report  generated  by  Monroe  County  Mayor  Emeritus, 

Shirley 

Freeman) 

2.  The  Fabulous  Florida  Keys,  permanent  population  80,000  but  hosting  up 
to 

four  million  visitors  per  year,  has  many  businesses  and  attractions  that, 
canno!  possibly  survive  the  economic  uncertainty  of  unscheduled 
(depending 

upon  weather)  monthly  missile  launches.  This  Is  forcing  Fisherman,  (both 
commercial  and  recreational)  lour  boats,  bird  watchers,  sailors, 
intercity 

ferries  and  a  host  of  others  that  depend  upon  the  same  good  weather  to 
operate 

as  do  the  missile  launchers,  to  compete  for  the  territory. 


2.  (cont.)Disruption  of  those  businesses  will  have  devastating 
consequences  to 

the  flourishing  tourist  business  in  the  Fabulous  Florida  Keys.  Even 
though 

cash  payments  for  disrupted  business  is  allocated,  there  is  no  possible 
mitigation,  no  amount  of  money  will  make  up  for  these  losses//Not  even 
considered  in  the  report  are  the  potential  legal  consequences  to 
fishermen  who 

have  obligations  under  federal  and  state  statute. 

No  where  considered  is  the  interruption  and  physical  threat  to  scheduled 
airlines,  oil  rigs,  freighters,  barge  traffic,  sailboats  and  law 
enforcement 

personneUfSince  these  are  heavily  traveled  international  waters,  many 
vessel  * 

operators  do  not  speak  English  nor  monitor  VHF  radio  nor  read  the 
published 

"Notice  To  Mariners." 

3.  The  Florida  Keys  are  a  chain  of  islands  linked  together  by  a  single, 
two- 

lane  highway  (US  Rt.  1 )  which  carries  not  only  100%  of  our  traffic  and 
sustenance  but  our  single  water  line  and  our  electric  power  lines.  There 
are 

no  alternate  routes  to  the  Keysl  Missiles  must  be  trucked  by  convoy  for 
110 

miles  over  this  precarious  but  very  crowded  two-lane  highway  with  41 
two-lane 

bridges  to  reach  their  destination.  An  accident  would  cut  off  the  entire 
county  and  the  City  of  Key  West.  An  explosion  on  a  bridgo  would  sabotage 
the 

County  and  might  create  panic  when  visitors  found  they  could  not  leave 
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and 

residents  found  there  were  no  fresh  supplies,  water  or  electricity. 

Nowhere  in  General  Lester  L.  Lyles  report  does  he  cover  the  very  real 
probability  of  civil  disobedience  based  upon  the  very  real  threat  to 
safety, 

livelihood  and  ecology  ^Nowhere  In  the  seis  report  does  General  Lester 

L, 

Lyles  acknowledge  that  there  is  any  more  then  just  "temporary"  damage 
will 

occur.  His  definition  of  "temporary"  is  absurd.  He  considers  dropping 
thousands  of  pounds  of  acid  into  a  critical  biological  area  a’temporary" 
disturbance. 

4.  General  General  Lester  L.  Lytes  is  placing  us  in  harm's  way.  The 
Fabulous 

Florida  Keys  are  only  ninety  (90)  miles  from  Cuba,  a  nation  with  which 
the 

United  States  is  currently  holding  an  embargo.  A  nation  with  a 
mercurial, 

unpredictable  dictator  that  last  year,  shot  down  two  US  civilian 
aircraft. 

Three  times  in  recent  years,  Cuban  planes  landed  in  the  Keys  on  US  soil 
completely  undetected,  this  means  to  us,  on  the  front  lines,  that  any 
hostilities  will  probably  occur  here  first  and  the  Air  Force  is  unable 
to 

protect  us.  The  question  for  us  is;  Is  creating  a  missile  base  in  the 
Keys 

saber-rattling?  il  certainly  seems  like  an  open  act  of  aggression  to  us. 

We 

are  the  people  who  will  absorb  the  destruction  if  it  comes  to  that. 

5.  Based  on  the  evidence  outlined  above  and  the  myriad  documents 
presented  to 

yourselves  and  lo  the  appropriate  agencies,  we  can  only  concluded  that 
General 

Lester  L.  Lyles  is  incompetent  and  unfit  for  the  command  he  has  and, 
therefore,  we  call  for  his  immediate  relief  from  duty. 

It  is  obvious  to  all  of  us  that  General  Lester  L.  Lyles  has  a  world-view 
based 

on  the  1941  model,  that  he  has  used  data  based  on  woefully  out-of-date 
research  and  expressed  a  cavalier  disregard  for  the  ecology,  industry 
and 

safety  of  the  very  people  he  is  pledged  to  defend. 

He  is  wasting  and  has  wasted  millions  in  taxpayer  dollars  trying  to 
promote 

this  ludicrous  scheme  when  a  few  phone  calls  to  other  government 
agencies 

could  have  given  him  all  the  information  he  needed.  For  instance,  NOAA 
Marine 

Sanctuary,  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  both  testified  against  this  proposal  as 
have 
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every  other  involved  government  agency. 

It  should  be  blatantly  obvious,  even  by  the  shoddy  report  presented  by 
General 

Lester  L.  Lytes  that  the  Gulf  Of  Mexico  and  The  Fabulous  Florida  Keys 
are  no 

longer  appropriate  places  for  missile  testing.  Anybody  with  a  reasonable 
world-view  can  see  that  times  and  priorities  have  changed.  It  is  no 
longer 

feasible  to  test  ANY  live  ammunition  weapons  ANYWHERE  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico. 

We  are  patriots  to  the  core.  We  are  proud  to  pay  our  taxes  and  demand 
the  best 

air  force  and  the  best  defense  money  can  buy.  That  does  not  mean  we  must 
not 

take  into  account  a  new  reality  based  upon  demographic  change.  Take  the 
missile  testing  to  a  safer,  more  suitable  location, 

As  our  elected  representatives,  we  expect  you  to  take  immediate  action 
on  this 

very  serious  issue. 

Yours  truly, 

Charles  E.  Kanter 
CC:  Newspapers 
PS 

Instilled  in  me  during  my  military  experience  was  the  principle  that  the 
job 

of  the  military  was  to  seek  out  and  destroy  the  enemy.  That  means  we 
messed  up 

his  neighborhoods,  not  oursl 
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From:  CapeSanBla 
To:  tmd@eglin.af.mil 

Cc:  gccofc@digitalexp.com;  AThorpe363@aol.com 
Subject:  TMD  Extended  Test  Range  Supplemental  EIS  (SEIS) 
Date:  Friday,  April  03, 1998  11:13AM 

Ms.  Linda  Ninh 
April  3,  1 998 

U.S.  Army  Space  and  Strategic  Defense  Command 
ATTN.:  CSSD-EN-V 
Post  Office  Box  1500 
Huntsville,  AL  35807-3801 

Subject:  TMD  Extended  Test  Range  Supplemental  EIS  (SEIS) 


I  am  providing  a  response  to  the  Draft  SEIS  for  TMD  Extended 
Test  Range. 

My  comments  are  directed  toward  various  deficiencies  or  areas  not 
addressed  in 

ffie  document,  fn  generaf,  f  am  disappointed  in  the  overall  quality  of 
the  SEIS 
as 

published.  I  especially  take  issue  with  the  "best  case"  approach  taken 
in  the 

document,  especially  when  it  comes  to  socioeconomic  impacts.  Also,  it  is 
less 

than  specific  when  it  comes  to  the  timing  of  these  tests,  which  is  a  key 

issue 

when 

considering  socioeconomic  impact. 

The  bulk  of  the  Cape  San  Bias  busy  season  is  compacted  into 

several 

weeks  in  the  spring,  and  several  weeks  in  mid  summer.  This  is  why  I 
asked  for 

specific  dates  and  times  for  the  tests,  such  that  I  can  evaluate  the 

impact  on 

our 

business.  Since  this  Information  was  not  provided,  I  can  only  plan  for  a 
"worst 

case"  scenario  as  to  the  impact  on  our  business.  The  best  case  approach 

has 

also 

led  to  the  Inference  that  the  tests  will  have  only  positive  impacts  on 
our 
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economy. 

However,  the  economy  here  will  most  certainly  be  impacted  when  we 
experience 

long  lines  of  halted  traffic  on  our  roads,  and  closed  beaches  at  times 
when  we 

would  otherwise  be  our  busiest.  The  saying  " timing  is  everything"  is 
quite 

appropriate  for  our  situation. 

The  document  speaks  frequently  of  the  "4  hours"  during  which  the 
beaches 

will  be  closed  for  tests.  I  could  live  with  this  if  procedures  are 

Implemented 

to 

insure  that  closures  are  kept  as  close  to  4  hours  as  possible.  I 

understand 

that 

Ihere  can  be  delays  or  complications  that  can  extend  the  closure  of  the 
launch 

hazard  area.  However,  past  experience  indicates  that  even  though  it  may 
have 

been  your  intention  to  close  the  beach  for  only  4  hours,  the  barricades 
remained 

in  place  for  2  to  4  weeks,  Possibly,  this  was  a  staffing  issue.  Also, 

since 

RADAR 

emission  was  not  mentioned  in  the  document,  we  can  assume  that  this  was 
used 

as  an  excuse  for  past  closures  exceeding  4  hours.  Please  address  this 
issue  as 

necessary  to  insure  that  barricades  are  set  up  and  removed  on  a  limely 
basis, 

thus  minimizing  the  impact  to  our  businesses  (e.g.,  new  procedures, 

additional 

staff,  etc ). 

I  requested  that  the  document  address  the  road  closure  issue  by 
examining 

queue  lengths  at  specific  test  times  and  locations.  This  was  intended  to 
provide 

information  to  us  to  (again)  assess  impact  to  our  business.  The  document 
has 

responded  only  with  traffic  increases  due  to  additional  test  personnel. 

If 

roads  are 

closed  for  4  or  more  hours  during  our  busy  season,  there  could  be  a  long 

line 

of 

vehicles  on  the  road  In  front  of  our  business.  This  could  effectively 

shut  us 

down 

for  the  duration  of  the  test  because  no  one  could  enter  our  facility. 

Campers 
are  by 
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definition  "mobile",  so  if  they  are  blocked  from  our  entrance,  they  will 
go 

somewhere  else  (that  is  if  they  can  turn  around).  What  this  all  boils 
down  to 
is  that 

the  timing  of  these  tests  is  critical.  Testing  during  peak  season  would 
most 

certainly  be  a  problem.  The  SEIS  needs  to  address  the  issue  from  a  worst 
case 

standpoint. 

The  main  focus  of  the  economic  impact  section  of  the  document 
appears  to 

be  that  the  additional  people  required  to  run  these  tests  will  spend 
money  for 

supplies  and  services,  resulting  in  a  positive  economic  impact.  Again, 
the 

impact 

is  unclear  because  the  document  does  not  consider  peak  season  impact. 
Last 

year  (1997),  we  were  booked  solid  from  April  through  Labor  Day.  Although 
there 

are  more  rentals  being  built,  the  popularity  of  this  area  will  continue 
to 

fill  rentals  to 

capacity  for  the  foreseeable  future.  So,  the  test  personnel  will  either 

displace  , 

tourists,  or  will  have  to  stay  off  the  cape)  (There  are  other  similar 

capacity  1 

issues, 

which  if  applied  to  peak  season  numbers  will  result  in  little  or  no 

impact  to 

our 

economy.  Again,  the  document  needs  to  address  worst  case  scenarios  and 
provide  realistic  projections  of  the  impacts. 

As  a  final  note,  our  business  (Cape  San  Bias  Camping  Resort)  was 
not 

mentioned  as  one  ot  the  campgrounds  in  the  area  (where  others  are 
mentioned  by 

name).  I  made  it  perfectly  clear  in  our  previous  cover  letter  that  we 
are 

located  100 

feet  from  the  Air  Force's  property  line  at  Cape  San  Bias  (Eglin  site 
D-3)/ It 
is  also 

clear  from  our  name  and  our  response  that  we  are  a  camping  facility.  An 
error 

such  as  this  is  not  in  itself  very  alarming,  but  it  has  taken  away  any 
confidence 

that  I  have  in  the  rest  of  the  report.  If  an  omission  of  a  non-technica! 
nature  such 

as  this  exists,  what  else  has  been  overlooked? 
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Kindly  respond  that  you  have  received  this  email.  Thank 

you  in 

advance  for  Including  more  detail  regarding  these  issues  in  your  study. 
Sincerely, 

Don  Thiel 

Cape  San  Bias  Camping  Resort 
P.O.  Box  645 
Port  St.  Joe,  FL  32457 
E-Mail:  CapeSanBla@aol.com 

cc:  via  E-Mail:  lmd@eglin.af.mil 

gccofc@digitalexp.com 

athorpe363@aol.com 
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Table  5.2-2:  Responses  to  E-Mail  Comments 


Commentor  and  Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  & 
Page 

RESPONSE 

William  Marsh 

P-E-0001.01 

Air  Quality 

3.1. 1.4.1, 

3. 1.9.4, 

3.3.9.4 

Potential  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  As  sections  3. 1.1. 4.1  and 
3.1 .9.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  explain,  the  TSCREEN  PUFF  model  predicts  concentrations  at  various  distances  from  the  launch  point.  For  a  normal 
launch,  there  were  no  exceedances.  For  a  launch  mishap  scenario,  TSCREEN  PUFF  indicated  potential  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard 
Area.  In  that  case,  per  EPA  guidance,  using  the  more  refined  model,  OBODM,  indicated  that  there  would  not  be  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch 
Hazard  Area.  The  OBODM  is  a  model  that  calculates  predicted  depositions  using  worst  case  climatological  parameters  such  as  wind  speed, 
humidity,  and  temperature.  The  results  of  the  model  represent  the  greatest  concentrations  of  emissions  that  could  occur  under  any  conditions. 

P-E-0001.02 

Airspace  Use 

m 

Rerouting  and  rescheduling  of  air  traffic  would  be  requested  through  the  appropriate  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regional  control  center. 
Such  air  traffic  adjustments  would  have  less  effect  on  annual  average  air  traffic  patterns  than  would  normal  rerouting  for  inclement  weather  over 
parts  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  or  Florida.  Air  traffic  in  the  area  of  the  launch  site  by  the  implementation  of  a  launch  firing  area. 

P-E-0001.03 

Biology 

3. 1.9.4 

The  worst-case  scenario  for  a  launch  mishap  could  be  the  combustion  of  most  of  a  missile’s  propellant  on  or  near  the  launch  pad.  This  type  of 
mishap  would  create  extreme  temperatures  and  pressures,  scarring  or  burning  living  organisms  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  pad. 

Considerable  levels  of  preparation  activities  prior  to  a  launch  should  generally  cause  most  wildlife  to  leave  the  area.  In  order  to  avoid  or 
minimize  potential  impacts  to  remaining  wildlife,  mitigative  actions  would  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection.  These  actions  could  include  relocation  of  the  individuals  or  postponement  of  the  launch.  If  a 
mishap  were  to  occur,  hazardous  waste  specialists  would  immediately  respond  to  the  site  to  remove  toxic  and  other  debris  from  the  area  to 
prevent  residual  effects  on  wildlife. 

P-E-0001.04 

Geology  and  Soils 

3.1.9,  3.2.9, 
3.3.9 

The  Safety  sections  (3.1.9,  3.2.9,  and  3.3.9)  of  the  SEIS  provide  a  discussion  of  the  human  and  ecological  risks  of  the  proposed  test  program 
under  normal  and  mishap  conditions.  Potential  impacts  of  a  catastrophic  failure  under  a  full  range  of  mishap  scenarios  are  presented  for  each 
environmental  resource  in  section  3. 1 .9  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-E-0001.05 

Hazardous 
materials  and 

wastes 

3. 1.6.4, 

3 .2.6.4, 

3.3.6.3 

Sections  3.1.9,  3.2.9,  and  3.3.9  of  the  SEIS  provide  a  discussion  of  the  safety  of  the  proposed  test  program  under  normal  and  mishap  conditions. 

P-E-0001.06 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  planning  and  siting  process  for  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  considered  many  factors  in 
identifying  alternative  sites  including  mission  requirements,  environmental  conservation,  human  and  ecological  health,  and  land  use 
compatibility.  The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of 

Defense  and  are  designated  for  military  use.  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid 
requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit 
to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the 
environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer. 

P-E-0001.07 

Land  and  Water 

Use 

2.1.3.2.3, 

3.3.7.4 

Prior  public  notice  of  test  event  schedules  would  be  publicized,  posted  in  marinas,  and  noted  in  Notices  to  Mariners.  Radar  surveillance  prior 
and  during  the  test  would  enable  the  test  officer  to  monitor  the  marine  traffic  in  the  area.  It  is  believed  that  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Florida 
Marine  Patrol,  the  Coast  Guard,  and  the  boating  public,  the  area  can  be  cleared  for  the  period  to  assure  safe  testing. 

P-E-0001.08 

Socioeconomics 

3.1.10.4, 

3.2.10.4, 
3.3.10.4 

The  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  proposal  are  addressed  in  sections  3.1.10.4,  3.2.10.4,  and  3.3.10.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  Economic  dislocation  of 
commercial  fisheries  is  estimated  to  be  less  than  1  percent  per  year.  Over  78  percent  of  the  visits  to  the  Florida  Keys  were  made  by  car,  less  than 

9  percent  by  air,  and  a  little  over  12  percent  by  cruise  ship.  Visitor  preference  for  destinations  within  the  Keys  varied  greatly.  The  most  popular 
location,  by  a  substantial  margin,  was  Key  West,  with  over  55  percent  of  the  visits  being  made  there.  The  least  popular  destination  was  the 

Lower  Keys,  which  received  just  under  12  percent  of  the  total  visits.  Furthermore,  fewer  than  5  percent  of  visits  were  made  solely  to  the  Lower 
Keys,  compared  to  almost  40  percent  of  visits  which  were  spent  exclusively  in  Key  West.  The  Visitor  Participation  Survey,  which  is  described 
as  the  most  comprehensive  ever  conducted  in  the  region,  further  emphasizes  the  relatively  minor  role  that  the  Lower  Keys  play  in  the  Keys 
tourist  economy.  The  top  three  activities  in  which  visitors  participated  were  sightseeing  and  attractions  (55  percent  participation  rate),  beach 
activities  (34  percent),  and  visiting  museums  and  historical  sites  (33  percent).  The  top  rated  activity  in  the  Lower  Keys  was  viewing 
wildlife/nature  study  in  which  5.8  percent  of  all  visitors  to  the  Keys  participated. 
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P-E-0001.09 

Noise 

■ 

The  potential  environmental  impacts  of  a  launch  mishap  on  all  environmental  resources  including  noise  are  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the 

Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  The  noise  analysis  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise 
occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  In  addition,  potential  noise  impacts  on  biological  resources  are  addressed  in  section  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 4  of 
the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Minor  damage  to  structures  may  occur  within  3  kilometers  (1.9  miles)  of  the  mishap.  Exposure  to  an  impulsive  noise 
with  an  SPL  equal  to  or  greater  than  140  dBA  may  cause  temporary  or  permanent  hearing  loss  in  people  within  1,000  meters  (3,280  feet)  of  the 
mishap.  Noise  effects  of  a  launch  mishap  would  have  a  startling  effect  on  wildlife,  with  possible  incidental  mortality.  The  near-field  disruption 
of  a  normal  test  event  would  consist  of  a  loud  noise  (similar  to  the  takeoff  of  a  commercial  jet  aircraft)  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-E-0001.10 

Safety-Keys 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  ensure  that  population 
centers,  schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various 
risks  associated  with  missile  testing  is  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  Range  Safety  Officer 
is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that 
the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of 
the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  an  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1.3.2. 3  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each 
test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and 
environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and  magnitude).  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the 
maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other 
than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch  would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would 
proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

P-E-0001 .1 1 

Socioeconomics 

3.2.10.4 

Our  analysis  indicates  that  temporary  dislocation  from  fishing  grounds  for  periods  will  displace  less  than  2  percent  of  the  volume  of  catch  or 
value  of  catch  at  a  worst  case. 

P-E-000E12 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  target  missiles  proposed  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  are  Minuteman  stages  I  and  II.  Over  a  30  year  operational  period,  frequent 
transport  of  Minuteman  missile  components  to  and  from  1000  sites  never  resulted  in  an  explosion.  Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident 
involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million  vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high 
value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-E-0001. 13 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.12.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  affect  existing  or  future  utility  corridors. 

P-E-0001. 14 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Traffic  flows  over  multiple  segments  of  a  highway  can  differ  considerably  on  the  basis  of  the  origin  and  destination  of  vehicles  entering  and 
exiting  the  highway.  Section  3.3. 1 1  of  the  Final  SEIS  notes  that  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  1  are  currently  at  or  near  its  design  capacity. 

P-E-0001. 15 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.12.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  generate  appreciable  additional  demand  for  public  services  such  as  electric  power  and 
therefore  would  not  contribute  to  the  potential  for  service  outages. 

P-E-0001. 16 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

To  better  assess  the  visual  impact  of  constructing  a  missile  assembly  building  or  erecting  a  50  foot  tall  missile  on  a  site,  a  visual  simulations  for 
each  vantage  point  photograph  used  in  the  Draft  SEIS  has  been  prepared  (sections  3.1.13.1  and  3.2.13.1).  These  visual  simulations  use  computer 
graphics  programs  to  ensure  that  the  apparent  visibility  of  the  building  or  missile  in  the  photograph  is  what  would  actually  be  seen  from  each 
respective  vantage  point.  Specifically,  a  known  dimension  in  each  photograph  was  determined  from  sources  at  the  respective  sites.  This  known 
dimension  was  projected  into  the  photograph  via  planographic  projection  to  provide  a  perspective  scale  of  the  distance  between  two  objects.  In 
this  case,  the  two  objects  were  the  tower  or  known  object,  and  the  Hera  missile,  which  would  be  50  feet  tall  on  its  launch  stool.  The  site 
mapping  indicated  the  horizontal  distance  between  the  known  object  and  the  Hera  missile  launch  site.  The  resultant  photographic  visual 
simulations  are  published  in  the  Final  SEIS  section  3.1.13.4  (pages  3-  223  and  226)  for  the  Panhandle  sites  and  section  3.2.13.4  (pages  3-518  and 
3-521)  for  the  Keys  sites.  It  is  apparent,  reviewing  these  photographs,  that  neither  the  building  nor  the  missile  are  visible  from  most  accessible 
vantage  points.  The  view  from  those  closer  vantage  points  will  include  the  existing  military  buildings  as  well  as  the  new  MAB  and  missile.  The 
new  buildings  will  be  seen  in  the  context  of  the  existing  military  facilities. 
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P-E-0001.17 

Air  quality 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term 
environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  Florida.  These  launch  activities 
occur  in  a  physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily 
through  formation  of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket 
boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch 
and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride. 
The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the 
Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed 
1.64g/mr.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range 
from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low 
of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be 
dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of 
the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on 
nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-E-0001.18 

Biology-Keys 

u 

Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0.1  unit.  At  this 
rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  even  with  low  flow  and  mixing.  As  such,  no  appreciable  impact  to  sea  grass 
beds  would  be  expected. 

P-E-0001.19 

Water  Quality-Keys 

3.2.14.4, 

3.3.14.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  introduce  any  contamination  into  drinking  water  supplies.  Bottled  water  would  be  provided 
to  support  personnel  to  reduce  demands  on  local  drinking  water  supplies.  See  section  3.3.14.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-E-0001.20 

Water  quality-Keys 

3.2.14.4, 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal 
concentrations  returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been 
observed.”  The  predicted  near- field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for 
the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than 

0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation. 

Mary  Hurlburt 

P-E-0002.01 

Altematives-Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Burt  Frank 

P-E-0003.01 

Altematives-Keys 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

Dr.  &  Mrs.  Keith  E. 
Palmerton, 

P-E-0004.01 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

Dennis  Henize 

P-E-0005.01 

Safety-Keys 

1 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population 
centers,  schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various 
risks  associated  with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  Range  Safety 

Officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures 
ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure. 
Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  an  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard 
Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.) 
and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and  magnitude) .  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the 
maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other 
than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch  would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would 
proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community.  The  residences  near  the  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias  locations  are 
closer  to  their  respective  missile  launch  sites. 
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P-E-0005.02 

Safety 

■ 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The 
system  failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human 
error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety 
policies. 

P-E-0005.03 

Safety 

Data  is  not  releasable  (sensitive  material).  While  specific  information  is  not  releasable  to  the  public,  the  missile  has  been  tested  and  flown  at 
White  Sands  Missile  Range.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  been  determined  and  the  reliability  of  the  missile  will  meet  the  safety  (flight 
determination)  standard  and  procedures.  The  Eglin  range  safety  office  has  determined  that  the  missile  components  of  the  flight  test  meets  the 
safety  launch  procedures. 

P-E-0005.04 

Safety 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing 
this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the 
Florida  Keys. 

P-E-0005.05 

Safety-Keys 

2.1.3.2.3, 

3. 1.9.4, 

3.3.9.4 

The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety  Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more 
flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The  fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test 
activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the 
evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys. 
The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs 
around  the  site.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type 
and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and  magnitude) .  If  this  launch-specific 
Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse 
impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch  would  be 
delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

P-E-0005.06 

Safety 

■ 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The 
system  failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human 
error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety 
policies. 

P-E-0005.07 

Draft  SEIS 

1.6 

The  process  by  which  scoping  comments  were  documented  and  tracked  throughout  the  environment  impact  assessment  process  is  described  in 
section  1 .6  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Based  on  this  data  base,  all  issues  identified  during  the  scoping  process  have  been  addressed  in  the  Final 
SEIS. 

P-E-0005.08 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing 
this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the 
Florida  Keys. 

P-E-0005.09 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-E-0005.10 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-E-0005.1 1 

Safety 

3.1.9 

Comment  noted. 

P-E-0005.12 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and 

Mitigations  section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or 
may  not  be  additive  in  nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program  activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on 
nearby  soil  would  be  somewhat  additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one  month  period  would  not  be  additive.  Small  scale  habitat 
destruction,  individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near- field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3. 4,  3. 2. 3. 4,  and 

3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-E-0005.1 3 

Altematives-Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 
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Commentor  and  Affiliation 


Harlowe  D.  Girard  Jr 


Harlowe  Girard  Jr,  cont. 


Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

P-E-0006.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-E-0006.02 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.03 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.04 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.05 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.06 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-E-0006.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-E-0006.08 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.09 

Air  Quality-Keys 

P-E-0006.10 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.1 1 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.12 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-0006.1 3 

Biology-Keys 

Reference 
Section  & 
Page 


1.0 


3.3.3.4 


3.3.3.' 

3.1.9. ' 

3.3.9. ' 


3. 3.3.4 


3.3.11.4 


3. 3. 7.4, 
3.3.10.4 


3. 3. 3.4, 

3. 3. 7.4, 
3.3.14.4 


RESPONSE 


In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing 
this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the 
Florida  Keys. 

The  coral  reef  is  not  within  the  region  of  influence  of  the  Keys  alternative. _ 

The  existing  environment  is  described  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  SEIS. 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  affect  the  reef  ecosystem.  In  the  unlikely  case  of  a  launch  mishap,  no  debris  would  fall  on  reef  tracts  which 
are  outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

Comment  noted. _ 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related 
vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of 
U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program  activities 
were  planned  for  this  alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic 
impact  studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are 
generally  positively  related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have 
experienced  generally  stable  and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted 
from  mission  reductions  and  base  closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an 
appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment  levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be 
expected. 

The  conservation  land  uses  including  the  refuges  that  you  mention  are  a  critical  part  of  the  resource  management  program  for  the  Florida  Keys. 
The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are 
designated  for  military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  (FKNMS);  about  4.3  percent  of  the  FKNMS  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1.6  percent  of  the  FKNMS  is  in 
the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  the  FKNMS  are  permitted  but 
would  require  specific  consultation.  This  consultation  would  require  that  any  proposed  action  be  designed  and  implemented  so  that  potential 
impacts  to  any  habitat  or  species  be  1)  avoided  to  the  extent  possible,  2)  minimized  when  avoidance  is  not  possible,  and  3)  mitigated  to 
compensate  for  potential  long-term  adverse  effects.  Consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  began  early  in  the  planning 

process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  program  and  is  ongoing. _ 

Increased  acidity  (decreased  pH)  in  bodies  of  water  has  various  effects  upon  the  plant  life,  invertebrates,  and  fish  in  that  water  depending  upon 
degree  and  duration  of  the  increased  acidity.  The  shallow  waters  of  ponds  on  the  Keys  are  predicted  to  have  a  pH  drop  of  as  much  as  0  to  0. 1 
units.  This  decreased  pH  could  persist  for  as  long  as  72  hours  considering  the  low  rate  of  dilution  and  slow  currents  in  these  ponds.  The  back 
country  shallow  waters  are  predicted  to  have  no  appreciable  decrease  in  pH.  This  is  due  to  the  natural  buffering  effect  of  salt  sea  water  on  acids. 
This  pH  drop  is  anticipated  to  be  of  short  duration  due  to  the  mixing  and  dilution  of  the  currents.  The  hydrogen  chloride  and  hydrochloric  acid 
in  the  exhaust  cloud  would  dissipate  or  deposit  within  minutes  of  a  launch,  and  meters  of  the  launch  site  (the  near  field).  The  hydrochloric  acid 
in  the  exhaust  cloud  could  damage  the  eyes  of  bird  exposed  to  the  cloud.  The  concentration  of  hydrogen  chloride  and  the  density  of 
hydrochloric  acid  in  the  near  field  exhaust  cloud  would  be  negligible  compared  to  the  greater  effects  of  heat  and  noise  that  close  to  a  launch 
event 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. _ 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  the  hardwood  hammocks.  There  is,  however  a  remote  possibility  that  a  launch 

mishap  could  result  however  result  in  impacts  on  this  resource. _ 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands 
affected  by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
coordination  with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the 
final  planning  and  design  process.  Mishap  recovery  measures  would  be  conducted  in  consultation  with  appropriate  resource  agencies  to  ensure 
minimal  disturbance  of  resources  such  as  wetlands. 
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Dan  and  Pam  Frank _ 

Carol  E.  Ludwig,  Lt.  Col., 

USAF _ 

Robert  J.  Moran,  Director, 
Government  Affairs, 
National  Ocean  Industries 

Association _ 

Heyward  Fender 


Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

P-E-0006.14 

Altematives-Keys 

P-E-0007.01 

Altematives-Keys 

P-E-0008.01 

Airspace  Use 

P-E-0009.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-E-0010.01 

Cultural 

P-E-00 10.02 

Altematives-Keys 

P-E-00 11.01 

Altematives-Keys 

P-E-00 11.02 

Altematives-Keys 

P-E-00 11.03 

Biology-Keys 

P-E-00 11.04 

Socioeconomic 

P-E-00 11.05 

Socioeconomics 

P-E-00 11.06 

Socioeconomic 

P-E-00 11.07 

Transportation-Gulf 

P-E-00 11.08 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-E-00 11.09 

Altematives-Keys 

Section  & 
Page 


3.1.2,  3.2.2, 
3.3.2 


3.2.10.4, 

3.3.10.4 


RESPONSE 


No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Comment  noted. _ 

Comment  noted. 

The  correct  e-mail  address  is  “http://twl.eglin.af.mil/46mtd/tmd.htm”.  Note!  The  third  character  is  the  digit  “1”  (one),  not  the  letter  “1”. 


The  Draft  SEIS  was  submitted  to  Native  American  Tribal  Officials  for  review  and  comment.. 

Target  launch  site  alternatives  throughout  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  were  considered. _ 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final 
decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

The  conservation  land  uses  including  the  refuges  that  you  mention  are  a  critical  part  of  the  resource  management  program  for  the  Florida  Keys. 
The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are 
designated  for  military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and 
several  wildlife  refuges  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific 

consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies. _ 

The  socioeconomic  effects  of  the  proposal  are  addressed  in  Sections  3.1.10.4,  3.2.10.4,  and  3.3.10.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  Economic  dislocation  of 
commercial  fisheries  is  estimated  to  be  less  than  1  percent  per  year. 

Comment  noted. 


The  proposed  process  for  clearance  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  described  in  section  2. 1.3.2  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Potential  impacts  on 
airlines  are  addressed  in  sections  3. 1.2.4,  3.2. 2. 4,  and  3. 3.2. 4;  potential  impacts  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  is  addressed  in  section  3.2. 5.4  and 
3. 2. 7.4;  Potential  Gulf  shipping  impacts  are  presented  in  section  3.2.10.4;  and  potential  impact  on  recreational  boating  is  addressed  in  section 
3. 2. 7.4.  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  generate  appreciable  additional  demand  for  public  services  provided  by  local 
governments  and  resulting  fiscal  impacts  would  be  minimal.  Cooperative  agreements  with  local  law  enforcement  and  safety  departments  would 
be  reached  to  accommodate  potential  service  requirements. 

Prior  public  notice  of  test  event  schedules  would  be  publicized,  posted  in  marinas,  and  noted  in  NOTMARS.  Radar  surveillance  prior  and 
during  the  test  would  enable  the  test  officer  to  monitor  the  marine  traffic  in  the  area.  It  is  believed  that  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Florida 
Marine  Patrol,  the  Coast  Guard,  and  the  boating  public,  the  area  can  be  cleared  for  the  period  to  assure  safe  testing. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  Highway  1  in  the  Draft  SEIS  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  by  2005  (including  Theater 
Missile  Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that 
most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation. 
If  program  activities  were  planned  for  this  alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours.  Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the 
Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  site-specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in  Appendix  J)  would  be 
prepared  and  implemented.  Emergency  procedures  for  all  contingencies  would  be  established  through  cooperative  agreements  with  local  public 
safety  agencies.  Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from 
2.63  to  6.89  per  million  vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

Transportation  of  the  missile  components  would  involve  standard  freight  transports  and  would  not  require  a  convoy.  Emergency  procedures  for 
all  contingencies  would  be  established  through  cooperative  agreements  with  local  public  safety  agencies.  No  specific  fire  fighting  vehicles 
would  accompany  the  shipment,  although  all  vehicles  would  be  equipped  with  standard  fire  suppression  equipment. 

Scheduling  of  missile  transport  and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak 
traffic  hours  and  minimize  potential  effects  on  local  traffic  movement.  Local  law  enforcement  personnel  would  be  expected  to  maintain  order. 


5-146 


Table  5.2-2:  Responses  to  E-Mail  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and  Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  & 
Page 

RESPONSE 

P-E-0011.10 

Draft  SEIS 

3.1.1.4  3.2.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

The  volume  of  hydrogen  chloride  emitted  by  the  target  missile  in  the  volume  of  air  it  transits  is  negligible;  not  enough  to  contribute  to  acid  rain. 
The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term 
environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  Florida.  These  launch  activities 
occur  in  a  physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily 
through  formation  of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket 
boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch 
and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride. 
The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the 
Shuttle  exhaust,  hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed 
1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range 
from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low 
of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be 
dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of 
the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately 
20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters 
would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-E-00 11.11 

Program 

2.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-E-001 1.12 

Program 

2.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-E-00 11.13 

Program 

2.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  NEPA  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the  Final  SEIS  is 
completed.  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and 
decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making 
process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites 
including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-E-001 1.14 

Program 

2.0 

Comment  noted. 

Don  Thiel,  Cape  San  Bias 
Camping  Resort 

P-E-0012.01 

Draft  SEIS 

2.0 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing 
this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the 
Florida  Keys. 

P-E-0012.02 

Socioeconomics- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.10.4 

Up  to  24  flight  test  events  could  be  conducted  from  Cape  San  Bias  in  any  one  year.  These  number  represent  realistic  upper  limits  of  testing 
frequency  for  purposes  of  analyzing  potential  cumulative  impacts.  The  actual  number  of  test  is  likely  to  be  much  lower. 

P-E-0012.03 

Socioeconomics- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.10.4 

Nearly  all  of  the  activities  that  would  be  required  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  at  Site  D-3  on  Cape  San  Bias  are  similar  in  nature 
and  intensity  to  activities  that  are  or  have  taken  place  at  this  site.  Prior  to  a  launch  event,  advance  notification  of  planned  road  closures  would  be 
published  and  distributed  to  reduce  road  delays  and  inconvenience  to  the  extent  possible.  Road  closures  could  last  up  to  4  hours,  but  would 
normally  be  about  1  hour.  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  generate  appreciable  traffic  or  create  much  additional  demand 
for  tourist  accommodation  and  services. 

P-E-0012.04 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Notification  of  upcoming  launches  will  be  made  through  the  media  and  provided  to  local  businesses.  County  road  30E  would  be  closed  for  up  to 
4  hours  for  each  launch.  The  beaches  would  be  closed  for  a  similar  period  of  time. 

P-E-0012.05 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4 

A  launch  event  would  last  from  1  to  4  hours  including  time  delays  for  clearance  of  the  LHS.  Beyond  this  time  period,  the  flight  test  would  be 
canceled.  There  are  areas  on  the  Air  Force  property  that  may  be  closed  for  extended  periods  while  missile  components  are  on  site. 

P-E-0012.06 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4 

Public  notification  of  planned  road  closures  would  reduce  road  delays  and  queuing  during  test  activities.  Roads  would  be  closed  for  no  more 
than  4  hours,  and  every  effort  would  be  made  to  reopen  the  road  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  initial  closing. 

P-E-0012.07 

Socioeconomics 
-Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4 

Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  the  tourist  industries  operating  on  Cape  San  Bias.  If 
accommodations  for  Air  Force  and  civilian  personnel  are  not  available  locally,  arrangements  could  be  made  to  transport  workers  in  vanpools 
from  Tyndall  AFB  or  off  site  hotel  and  motel  facilities. 

P-E-0012.08 

Land  Use-Cape  San 
Bias 

3. 1.7.4 

The  Final  SEIS  incorporates  technical  amendments,  editorial  revisions  and  typographical  corrections. 
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5.3  TRANSCRIPT  COMMENT  DOCUMENTS 


Individuals  who  commented  on  the  Draft  SEIS  in  at  one  of  the  four  public  hearings 
are  listed  in  table  5.3-1  along  with  their  respective  commentor  identification  number.  This 
number  can  be  used  to  find  the  transcript  document  and  each  speaker's  comments  and  to 
locate  the  corresponding  table  on  which  responses  to  each  comment  is  provided. 

5.3.1  TRANSCRIPT  COMMENTS 

Exhibit  5.3-1  presents  reproductions  of  the  transcript  comment  documents  that 
were  received  in  response  to  the  Draft  SEIS.  Comment  documents  are  identified  by 
commentor  ID  number,  and  each  statement  or  question  that  was  categorized  as  addressing 
a  separate  environmental  issue  is  designated  with  a  sequential  comment  number. 

5.3.2  RESPONSE  TO  TRANSCRIPT  COMMENTS 

Table  5.3-2  presents  the  responses  to  substantive  comments  to  the  Draft  SEIS  that 
were  received  in  transcript  form.  Responses  to  specific  comments  can  be  found  by 
locating  the  corresponding  commentor  ID  number  and  sequential  comment  number 
identifiers. 


Table  5.3-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (Transcript  Documents) 


Commentor  and  Affiliation 

ID  Number 

Allen,  Joe 

P-T-0033 

Biddle,  Joel;  Reef  Relief 

P-T-0023 

Blazevic,  R.  L. 

P-T-001 4 

Casella,  Loraine 

P-T-0038 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-T-0008 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-T-0042 

Colburn,  Carol 

P-T-0035 

Ehrenreiter,  Barbara 

P-T-0026 

Eliot,  Robert 

P-T-0036 

Freeman,  Shirley;  Monroe  County  Commissioner 

P-T-0006 

Freeman,  Shirley;  Monroe  County  Commissioner 

P-T-0040 

Girard,  Geraldo 

P-T-0041 

Girard,  Gerry 

P-T-0007 

Gouldy,  Ralph;  Monroe  County  Growth  Management  Division 

P-T-0025 

Hadden,  Alexander 

P-T-001  3 

Hadden,  Alexander 

P-T-0046 

Halloran,  George 

P-T-0034 

Harvey,  Anne;  Park  Manager,  St.  Joseph  Peninsula  State  Park 

P-T-0002 
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Table  5.3-1:  Public  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  (Transcript  Documents)  (Continued) 


Commentor  and  Affiliation 

ID  Number 

Hendrick,  Muriel 

P-T-0030 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-T-0010 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-T-0043 

Henize,  Tina 

P-T-0020 

Henize,  Tina 

P-T-0039 

Hoffman,  Wayne;  National  Audubon  Society 

P-T-0045 

Hoffman,  Wayne;  National  Audubon  Society 

P-T-001  2 

Kanter,  Charles 

P-T-0048 

Lehman,  Christopher;  Monroe  County 

P-T-0005 

Leslie,  John 

P-T-0028 

Linn,  Diane 

P-T-0049 

Lowe,  Donald  S. 

P-T-0009 

Lunden,  Blue;  Unitarian  Universal  Fellowship 

P-T-0027 

Miller,  Archer 

P-T-0029 

Musselman,  David 

P-T-001  6 

Musselman,  David 

P-T-0044 

Nelson,  Harriet 

P-T-0037 

Orlandi,  Robin 

P-T-0032 

Pike,  Malcolm 

P-T-0024 

Poole,  Lizzy;  Women's  International  League  for  Peace  and  Freedom 

P-T-001  7 

Putnam,  Nick 

P-T-0050 

Rebosio,  Alberto 

P-T-0004 

Rebosio,  Gianna  Todisco 

P-T-0003 

Robinson,  Annie 

P-T-0031 

Rosenblatt,  Sol 

P-T-001 1 

Seese,  Bill;  Florida  Keys  National  Wildlife  Refuges 

P-T-001  5 

Simms,  Mark  &  Amy 

P-T-0022 

Smith,  R.C. 

P-T-001  8 

Steiglitz,  Barry 

P-T-0047 

Tanzonieri,  Albert 

P-T-0051 

Traczyk,  Tom 

P-T-0001 

Weeks,  Vicki 

P-T-001  9 

Zachariah,  Dale 

P-T-0021 
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1  HEARING 

2  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Good  evening,  and  welcome  to 

3  tonight's  public  hearing  on  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 

4  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  My  name 

5  is  Lewis  Michaelson  and  I  have  been  asked  by  the 

6  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  to  moderate 

7  tonight's  meeting.  And  before  I  go  over  tonight's 

8  agenda  and  ground  rules,  I  would  like  to  take  this 

9  opportunity  to  introduce  you  to  the  government 

10  representatives  who  are  here  with  us  tonight. 

11  Representing  the  Air  Force  Development  Test 

1 2  Center  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  is  Major  Tom  Kennedy. 

13  As  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Test  Manager,  Major 

14  Kennedy  has  a  responsibility  for  preparing  the 

15  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statements.  Also, 

1 6  we  have  from  the  Ballistic  Defense  Organization 

17  Lieutenant  Colonel  Rick  Lenner,  and  also  in  the 

18  audience  we  have  Colonel  Mark  Shackelford  Commander, 

19  of  the  46th  Test  Wing  at  Eglin. 

20  To  start  the  meeting,  I  would  like  to  take  a 

21  minute  to  briefly  outline  the  purpose  of  tonight's 

22  meeting  and  to  go  over  the  agenda  so  you  will  know 

23  what  to  expect  as  we  proceed. 

24  Just  over  a  year  ago,  some  of  you  may  remember 

25  that  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and _ 


1  the  Air  Force  held  scoping  meetings  here  in  Northern 

2  Florida  and  also  in  the  Keys  on  the  Theater  Missile 

3  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Proposal.  The  purpose  of 

4  these  scoping  meetings  was  to  obtain  your  comments  on 

5  the  environmental  issues  you  believe  they  should 

6  examine  in  the  Supplemental  and  Environmental  Impact 

7  Statement. 

8  Scoping  comments  were  then  used  from  the  public 

9  and  from  agencies  in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft 

10  Supplemental  and  Environmental  Impact  Statements, 

11  which  is  the  subject  of  tonight’s  hearing. 

12  Tonight's  public  hearing  then  has  three 

13  essential  purposes.  The  first  is  to  describe  to  you 

14  the  nature  of  the  program  that  is  being  examined  in 

15  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  In  this  case  the 

16  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Proposal. 

17  The  second  is  to  briefly  describe  the 

1 8  environmental  impact  statements  process  and  the 

19  findings  in  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 

20  Impact  Statement,  or  SEIS  as  it  is  known  by  its 

21  initials. 

22  The  third  and  primary  purpose  is  to  listen  to 

23  your  concerns  and  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS.  Your 

24  comments  tonight  will  then  be  used  in  the  preparation 

25  of  the  final  SEIS. 
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1  I  would  like  to  go  over  the  agenda  from  six 

2  o'clock  to  seven  o'clock  a  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

3  Organization  and  Air  Force  representatives  were 

4  available  to  answer  questions  about  the  proposed 

5  action  and  environmental  task  assessment  processes. 

6  Hopefully,  many  of  you  took  advantage  of  that 

7  opportunity. 

8  The  rest  of  that  agenda  is  that,  after  I  finish 

9  my  introductory  remarks,  we  will  have  a  presentation 

10  by  Major  Tom  Kennedy,  who  will  provide  a  brief 

11  description  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended 

1 2  Range  Tests  followed  by  an  overview  of  the 

13  environmental  impact  that  are  identified  and  assessed 

14  in  the  SE1S. 

15  The  last  item  on  the  agenda,  public  comments, 

16  however,  is  really  the  most  important.  Remember  that 

17  the  draft  SEIS  is  just  that,  a  draft.  This  is  your 

18  opportunity  to  tell  to  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

19  Organization  and  the  Air  Force  how  they  could  improve 

20  their  analysis  of  the  potential  environmental  impact 

21  before  the  document  is  finalized  and  before  a  decision 

22  is  made  on  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  the  proposed 

23  action. 

24  A  few  administrative  points  on  making  your 

25  comments.  If  you  have  already  signed  up  to  speak, 


1  that's  great,  but  if  not  and  you  would  like  to  speak 

2  tonight,  please  go  to  the  registration  table  and  sign 

3  up,  using  one  of  the  cards.  Everyone  is  welcome  to 

4  speak.  It  just  makes  the  process  go  more  smoothly. 

5  Everyone  will  have  four  minutes  to  speak.  The 

6  Air  Force  also  has  a  court  reporter  here  tonight 

7  seated  to  my  left.  She  is  here  to  make  a  verbatim 

8  transcript  of  this  hearing  and  all  of  your  oral 

9  comments  and  to  make  sure  that  they  are  recorded 

10  accurately.  And  in  part  of  making  that  transcript,  an 

11  audio  record  is  being  made  as  well. 

12  You  also  may  make  your  comments  in  writing,  and 

13  if  you  wish  to  do  so,  there  are  four  ways. 

14  First,  you  may  hand  in  written  comments  that 

1 5  you  may  have  brought  with  you  tonight. 

16  Second,  you  should  probably  notice  when  you 

17  came  in  tonight  that  there  were  these  written  comment 

1 8  sheets  if  you  want  to  take  advantage  of  those  and  fill 

19  those  out  and  hand  those  in  tonight.  You  are  welcome 

20  to  save  yourself  the  thirty-two  cents. 

21  The  third  way  you  can  do  it  is  either  using 

22  that  sheet  or  any  other  way  that  you  want  to  write 

23  them  down,  and  you  can  mail  them  in  to  the  address 

24  which  appears  on  the  handout  that  you  received  when 

25  you  came  in  tonight. 
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1  The  forth  way  that  you  can  do  it  is  that  you 

2  can  E-mail  your  comments  if  you  prefer  and  that  E-mail 

3  address  is  on  the  fax  sheet  as  well. 

4  Tmv@eglin.af.mill. 

5  Whichever  option  you  choose  your  written 

6  comments  will  be  entered  into  the  formal  record  public 

7  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS  and  it  will  be  given  the 

8  same  consideration  as  all  the  comments  received  here 

9  tonight. 

10  If  you  choose  to  mail  in  comments,  please  be 

11  sure  to  send  them  by  April  3rd,  which  is  the  closing 

12  date  for  the  comments.  And  keep  in  mind  that  written 

13  and  oral  comments  received  will  be  responded  to  in  the 

14  final  SEIS. 

15  If  you  want  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final  SEIS 

16  when  it  becomes  available,  there  are  three  ways  to  do 

17  that.  First  of  all,  if  you  have  already  received  a 

1 8  copy  of  the  draft  SEIS,  you  are  on  the  mailing  list 

19  and  you  will  automatically  receive  a  final,  unless  you 

20  tell  us  otherwise. 

21  If  your  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS  either 

22  orally  or  in  writing,  provide  us  with  your  address, 

23  then  you  will  also  receive  a  copy. 

24  Finally,  if  you  haven't  met  either  one  of  those 

25  conditions,  there  is  a  sign-up  list  in  the  back  that 


1  is  actually  a  yellow  card  which  you  can  fill  out  and 

2  indicate  what  you  would  like  to  receive  the  full  SEIS 

3  or  the  executive  summary.  And  that  way  you  will 

4  receive  either  one  of  those  documents  when  they  become 

5  available. 

6  And  also,  if  you  don't  want  to  receive  a  whole 

7  document  but  just  want  to  take  a  look  at  it,  again, 

8  this  same  fax  sheet  has  a  list  of  all  the  information 

9  repositories  that  you  can  go  view  those  documents  and 

10  many  others  associated  with  this  SEIS  process. 

11  Finally,  it  is  important  for  you  to  understand 

12  that  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and 

13  Air  Force  are  not  here  today  to  make  any  decisions. 

14  Their  role  is  to  take  the  results  of  this  meeting  and 

15  the  others,  including  the  comments  received  at  this 

16  hearing,  and  make  sure  that  they  are  considered  in  the 

17  preparation  of  the  final  SEIS.  Their  main  purpose  in 

18  being  here  tonight  is  to  listen  to  your  concerns  and 

19  suggestions  firsthand.  With  that  we  will  begin 

20  tonight's  meeting  with  Major  Kennedy's  presentation. 

21  MAJOR  KENNEDY:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Michaelson. 

22  Good  evening,  I  am  Major  Tom  Kennedy.  I  work  for 

23  Colonel  Shackelford  in  the  46th  Test  Wing.  We  are 

24  representing  Major  General  Michael  Kostelnik,  the 

25  Commander  of  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  at 
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1  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  My  job  is  to  determine  if  it  is 

2  feasible  to  test  Theater  Missile  Defense  Systems 

3  within  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

4  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

5  requires  Federal  decision  makers  to  consider  the 

6  impact  on  the  environment  along  with  safety,  cost, 

7  schedule  and  technical  requirements. 

8  One  of  the  first  steps  in  doing  this  is  the 

9  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement. 

10  The  purpose  of  this  presentation  is  to  describe 

11  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statements.  For 

12  simplicity,  I  will  refer  to  this  document  as  the  SEIS. 

13  First,  I  will  describe  that  the  proposed  action 

14  our  team  evaluated  in  the  SEIS.  Then  I  will  describe 

15  the  findings  in  the  SEIS. 

16  The  proposed  action  is  to  enhance  the  Eglin 

17  Gulf  Test  Range  to  test  theater  missile  defense 

18  systems  against  target  missiles  with  ranges  up  to 

19  1,100  kilometers,  approximately  six  hundred  and 

20  eighty-five  miles. 

21  There  are  two  primary  organizations  involved 

22  with  the  SEIS.  The  Ballistics  Missile  Defense 

23  Organization  is  a  department  of  Defense  Level 

24  Organization  that  was  established  by  Congress.  They 

25  are  responsible  for  developing  and  managing  the _ 


1  development  and  acquisition  of  missile  defense  systems 

2  for  all  services. 

3  As  such,  there  are  proponents  of  this  action. 

4  This  means  the  Director  of  the  Ballistics  Missile 

5  Defense  Organization  will  make  his  decision  on  whether 

6  or  not  to  select  any  of  the  alternatives  in  the  Eglin 

7  Gulf  Test  Range. 

8  The  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 

9  asked  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  to  lead 

10  the  steps  required  to  develop  test  capabilities  here. 

11  That's  why  we  are  writing  the  SEIS  for  them. 

12  This  SEIS  supplement  is  two  earlier 

13  environmental  impact  statements.  In  1993  the 

14  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  completed  the 

1 5  Theater  Missile  Defense  Programmatic  Environmental 

16  Impact  Statement.  This  is  a  broad  EIS  that  is 

17  considered  the  general  environmental  impact  of 

18  developing  theater  missile  defense  systems.  It  is  the 

19  baseline  for  location  specific  ElS's. 

20  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test 

21  Range,  EIS,  was  completed  in  1994  considered  the 

22  impact  of  theater  missile  defense  testing  at  four 

23  ranges.  White  Sands  Missile  Range  in  New  Mexico,  the 

24  Western  Test  Range  off  the  coast  of  California,  the 

25  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  and  Kwajalein  Missile  Range  in 
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1  the  Western  Pacific. 

2  At  that  time,  Whit  Sands  and  Kwajalein  were 

3  selected  as  theater  missile  defense  extended  test 

4  ranges.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  was  not  selected 

5  because  of  the  difficulty  and  the  cost  of  providing  a 

6  sea-launched  target.  The  only  option  considered  at 

7  that  time.  This  SEIS  supplements  the  1994  extended 

8  range  EIS. 

9  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Key  West  Naval  Air 

10  Station  and  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station  regularly  use 

11  vast  amounts  of  airspace  over  the  Eastern  Gulf  of 

12  Mexico.  This  blue  line  defines  the  airspace  that 

13  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  scheduled  responsibility 

14  for.  While  this  is  the  area  that  is  scheduled  by 

1 5  Naval  Air  Station  Key  West. 

16  There  is  no  other  location  within  the 

17  Continental  United  States  that  combines  so  much  of 

18  available  military  airspace  with  low  population 

19  density.  The  large  size  of  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 

20  makes  it  ideal  for  performing  tests  that  cover  long 

21  distances,  such  as  theater  missile  defense  testing. 

22  Also,  the  missile  flights  can  be  done  over  the 

23  broad  open  waters  of  the  Gulf,  which  greatly  enhances 

24  safety. 

25  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  existing  radar, 


1  optical  and  other  sensor  systems  to  conduct  its 

2  current  mission.  These  types  of  instrumentation 

3  systems  are  expensive  to  develop  from  the  ground  up. 

4  By  enhancing  an  existing  range,  like  Eglin's,  we  can 

5  save  millions  in  taxpayer  dollars. 

6  To  determine  if  an  interceptor  works,  you  have 

7  to  test  it  against  a  target.  Some  interceptors  are 

8  ground-based  and  some  are  sea-based.  The  Eglin  Gulf 

9  Test  Range  would  provide  flexibility  to  test  either 

10  type  of  system. 

11  I  will  describe  the  preferred  alternatives 

12  first.  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to  be  enhanced 

13  for  use  as  a  Theater  Missile  Defense  Test  and  Training 

14  Range,  launching  options  for  both  interceptor  missiles 

15  and  target  missiles  would  have  to  be  selected. 

16  Although  no  final  decisions  will  be  made  until 

17  the  record  of  decision  is  reached.  The  Director  of 

18  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  indicated 

19  last  November  that  these  are  the  alternatives  they 

20  would  prefer  to  use  over  the  other  alternatives 

21  considered.  After  that,  I  will  describe  the  other 

22  alternatives  considered.  These  alternatives  are  shown 

23  in  the  handout  you  should  have  received  when  you 

24  arrived. 

25  Since  the  interceptors  are  the  actual  things 
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1  being  tested,  I  will  start  with  them.  Interceptors 

2  could  be  ground-based  here  on  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  at 

3  Santa  Rosa  Island  or  Cape  San  Bias. 

4  Interceptors  could  also  be  ship-based  in  the 

5  open  Gulf,  within  the  military  airspace. 

6  We  are  also  considering  the  potential  launch 

7  target  missiles  from  ground-based  locations  at  Santa 

8  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias.  The  air-drop  has  also 

9  being  considered.  Air-drop  is  a  term  that  the 

10  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  is  using  to 

11  describe  short-ranged  air-launched  targets.  These 

12  targets  are  restrictive  to  ranges  of  up  to  six  hundred 

1 3  kilometers,  approximately  three  hundred  and 

14  eighty-five  miles  by  treaties. 

1 5  Finally,  all  the  interceptors  would  take  place 

16  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  ensures  the  debris  can 

17  be  contained  over  the  water,  which  is  one  of  our 

18  safety  criteria. 

19  This  is  a  diagram  of  how  the  proposed  air-drop 

20  target  would  work.  The  missile  is  pulled  out  of  the 

21  back  of  an  airplane  on  a  sled  by  a  parachute.  After 

22  is  clears  the  airplane,  the  missile  and  sled 

23  separate.  There's  another  parachute  attached  to  the 

24  missile.  After  the  missile  rights  itself,  the 

25  parachute  is  released  and  the  missile  is  launched. 


1  Even  though  the  Director  of  the  Ballistic 

2  Missile  Defense  Organization  defined  his  preferred 

3  alternative,  we  are  required  by  the  National 

4  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  to  consider  all 

5  reasonable  alternatives  to  this  preferred 

6  alternative.  These  are  considerations  in  the 

7  Supplemental  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  the 

8  category  "Other  Alternatives  Considered." 

9  These  other  alternatives  could  be  selected  if 

10  there  were  a  great  national  need  to  provided  a 

11  specific  test  capability.  This  national  need  could  be 

12  due  to  technical,  environmental  or  other  national 

13  policy  considerations.  The  Director  of  the  Ballistic 

14  Missile  Defense  Organization  would  make  a  decision  on 

1 5  whether  or  not  to  use  these  alternatives. 

16  Again,  starting  with  the  interceptor 

17  alternatives,  we  are  considering  launching  interceptor 

18  missiles  from  platforms  off  the  coast  at  either  Santa 

19  Rosa  Island  or  Cape  San  Bias.  These  platforms  would 

20  allow  intercepts  closer  to  the  launching  point  of  the 

21  interceptor  missile.  This  would  still  keep  the 

22  missile  and  interceptor  debris  offshore  and  provide 

23  the  required  safety  margins  for  the  personnel  and 

24  equipment  directly  involved  in  the  test. 

25  There  are  treaty  restrictions  against  launching 
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1  ballistic  missiles  from  sea-based  platforms  that  are 

2  tethered  to  the  sea  floor.  This  prevents  us  from 

3  considering  launching  target  missiles  from  platforms. 

4  Also,  in  the  other  alternatives  considered 

5  category  are  land-launched  targets  from  the  Florida 

6  Keys. 

7  There  are  two  Keys  under  consideration,  Cudjoe 

8  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys,  only  one  of  which  would  be 

9  chosen  if  this  alternative  were  to  become  necessary. 

10  Our  sea-based  target  option  was  the  reason  the 

11  Eglin  Gulf  Coast  Test  Range  was  not  selected  in  the 

12  earlier  SEIS.  The  Army  is  now  developing  the 

13  capabilities  to  launch  target  missiles  from  a  ship. 

14  This  alternative  is  limited  to  less  than  three  hundred 

1 5  and  seventy-five  miles,  just  like  current  limits  on 

16  the  air-launched  capability. 

17  The  Director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

18  Organization  also  has  the  option  of  selecting  the 

19  no-action  alternative.  In  fact,  the  National 

20  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  requires  the  decision 

21  maker  to  consider  the  impacts  should  the  proposed 

22  actions  not  take  place. 

23  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  the  no-action 

24  alternative  describes  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 

25  proposed  action  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 


1  for  theater  missile  defense  testing  is  not 

2  implemented. 

3  Our  baseline  was  to  analyze  the  maximum  impacts 

4  possible.  In  developing  the  baseline  for  evaluation 

5  in  the  SEIS,  we  used  the  Patriot  as  the  baseline 

6  interceptor.  In  all  cases,  the  analysts  used  the  best 

7  available  data  for  the  analysis. 

8  The  team  used  the  Hera  target  missile  as  the 

9  typical  target  missile.  This  is  because  it  is  the 

10  biggest  target  missile  considered.  Although  we  assume 

11  the  highest  number  of  launches  proposed  at  each  site, 

12  the  actual  number  of  launches  would  be  considerably 

13  less.  The  combined  potential  impacts  from  the  Hera 

14  are  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  interceptors. 

15  At  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias,  where  both 

16  interceptors  and  targets  are  proposed,  we  used  the 

17  Hera  as  a  baseline. 

1 8  These  are  the  fourteen  resource  areas  the  team 

19  evaluated  for  each  alternative.  The  potential  impacts 

20  are  outlined  in  your  handout. 

21  Many  of  the  potential  impacts  are  similar  at 

22  each  site.  First,  I  will  discuss  the  impacts  that  are 

23  common  to  each  site.  Then,  I  will  describe  those  that 

24  are  unique  to  each  proposed  location.  However,  before 

25  I  can  discuss  any  potential  impacts,  I  need  to  show 
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1  you  the  launch  hazard  areas  that  would  be  established 

2  for  each  alternative  location. 

3  These  launch  hazard  areas  define  the  regions  of 

4  influence  the  team  analyzed  at  each  site. 

5  The  purpose  of  the  launch  hazard  area  is  to 

6  insure  that  nobody  is  inside  the  area  that  could  be 

7  affected  should  the  missile  self-destruct  or  the  range 

8  safety  officer  needs  to  terminate  the  missile  flight. 

9  When  the  range  safety  officer  develops  a  launch 

10  hazard  area,  he’s  uses  a  computer  model.  This  model 

11  predicts  where  the  debris  from  an  errant  missile  would 

12  go  should  it  be  destroyed.  He  also  considers  the 

1 3  effects  of  wind.  Finally,  the  range  safety  officer 

14  determines  if  there  are  protected  areas,  such  as 

15  private  property  within  the  launched  hazard  area.  If 

16  so,  he  establishes  wind  restrictions  to  prevent  this 

17  debris  from  falling  on  these  protected  areas.  This  is 

18  why  the  launch  hazard  areas  are  different  shapes  and 

19  sizes  at  each  location. 

20  The  launch  hazard  area  for  a  Hera  target 

21  missile  is  6500  feet  without  any  wind  effects.  Once 

22  the  effects  of  wind  are  considered  the  launch  hazard 

23  area  is  expanded  to  incorporate  any  additional  safety 

24  area. 

25  Here  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  the  launch  hazard 
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area  would  extend  into  Santa  Rosa  Sound  and  it 
encompasses  this  portion  of  the  island. 

At  Cape  San  Bias,  the  launch  hazard  area  would 
go  back  into  St.  Joseph  Bay  and  extend  over  State  Road 
30-E. 

At  Cudjoe  Key,  it  encompasses  the  Northwest 
section  of  the  Key.  It  is  primarily  over  the  waters 
of  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White 
Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  extends  out  to 
the  airspace  scheduled  by  Naval  Air  Station  Key  West. 
The  launch  hazard  area  crosses  Blimp  Road. 

The  launch  hazard  area  at  Saddlebunch  Keys  is 
similar  to  that  at  Cudjoe  Key.  It  is  primarily  over 
the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White 
Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Since  the  Key  is 
primarily  military  property  north  of  Highway  1 ,  the 
launch  hazard  area  would  include  that  entire  area. 

Now,  I  will  discuss  the  common  potential 
impact.  The  first  resource  area  I  will  discuss  is  Air 
Quality.  Air  Quality  impacts  would  be  similar  at  all 
proposed  locations. 

The  primary  emissions  from  a  missile  launch  are 
shown  here.  The  primary  emissions  of  concern  are: 
aluminum  oxide,  carbon  monoxide,  and  hydrogen 
chloride. 
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1  All  of  these  emissions  are  within  the  standard 

2  established  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and 

3  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards. 

4  We  just  discussed  air  quality.  We  are  not 

5  proposing  any  additional  airspace  restrictions,  so 

6  there  are  no  impacts  to  the  air  resource  area. 

7  The  noise  of  a  launch  could  startle  birds  and 

8  other  wildlife.  However,  experience  at  Cape  Canaveral 

9  shows  that  after  an  initial  flushing,  where  the  birds 

10  fly  around,  they  return  to  their  nests  within  a  few 

11  minutes.  There  are  also  location  specific  biological 

12  resources  potential  impacts,  which  I  will  discuss  in  a 

13  few  minutes. 

14  Potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 

15  site  specific. 

16  In  the  areas  nearest  to  a  launch  facility,  any 

17  hydrogen  chloride  that  settles  to  the  ground  may 

18  result  in  an  increase  in  surface  soils  acidity. 

19  Increases  in  soil  acidity  would  be  temporary  and  would 

20  be  diluted  and  buffered  by  rainfall. 

21  The  amount  of  aluminum  oxide  settling  on  the 

22  ground  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  change  in 

23  soil  fertility  or  be  in  concentrations  toxic  to  the 

24  growth  of  existing  plants  and  microorganisms. 

25  The  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  produced  by 


1  this  program  consists  primarily  of  solvent  soaked 

2  cleaning  rags.  The  amount  generated  easily  fits 

3  within  the  current  capacity  for  Eglin  Air  Force  Base 

4  and  Naval  Air  Station  Key  West. 

5  For  land  and  water  use,  the  launch  hazard  area 

6  would  be  cleared  of  people  and  private  vehicles  up  to 

7  four  hours  on  launch  day.  This  would  restrict  access 

8  to  the  land  and  water  areas  within  the  launch  hazard 

9  area. 

10  This  includes  the  waters  offshore,  which  would 

11  also  be  cleared  of  boats  for  up  to  four  hours. 

12  The  peak  noise  at  the  edge  of  the  launch  hazard 

13  area  is  predicted  to  be  107  decibels.  This  is  similar 

14  to  a  747  flying  overhead  at  a  thousand  feet.  However, 

15  this  would  only  be  a  momentary  sound.  The  continuous 

16  sound  level  is  predicted  to  be  86.3  decibels  for 

17  forty-five  seconds.  This  Is  similar  to  a  portable 

18  hair  dryer  held  one  foot  away.  Both  of  these  are 

19  within  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 

20  Administration  exposure  limit  for  115  decibels  for 

21  fifteen  minutes.  So  there  would  be  no  health  related 

22  sound  exposures  outside  of  the  launch  hazard  area. 

23  Should  launches  occur  before  7:00  a.m.  it  is 

24  anticipated  that  some  people  may  be  awaken  by  the 

25  launch  noise. 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


5-159 


1  Safety  is  primarily  defined  by  the  launch 

2  hazard  areas.  The  policy  of  the  Air  Force  Development 

3  Test  Center  is  that  the  general  public  will  not  have 

4  any  additional  risk  due  to  test  activities  than  they 

5  would  experience  in  everyday  life. 

6  The  potential  impacts  to  socioeconomics  are 

7  similar  to  those  for  land  and  water  use,  as  the  launch 

8  hazard  area  would  also  have  to  be  cleared  of 

9  commercial  activities.  This  clearance  would  occur  up 

10  to  four  hours  on  launch  days. 

11  Each  Hera  target  missile  launch  could  result  in 

12  over  $100,000  in  personnel  peridium.  Each  interceptor 

13  missile  launch  could  result  in  nearly  $150,000  in 

14  peridium  expenditures. 

1 5  The  potential  impacts  to  transportation  are 

16  location  specific. 

17  The  utilities  currently  available  at  each 

1 8  location  are  sufficient  to  handle  the  requirements  of 

19  the  proposed  program.  However,  bottled  water  and 

20  portable  toilets  may  be  used  to  reduce  any  impact  on 

21  these  resources. 

22  Each  of  the  proposed  sites  has  historically 

23  been  used  for  military  purposes.  The  visual 

24  aesthetics  of  the  proposed  facilities  would  be 

25  consistent  with  the  existing  facilities. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


ptOII 


Temporary  small  increases  in  water  acidity  and 
surface  water  acidity  may  occur.  The  amounts  of  time 
for  these  to  dilute  depends  on  the  water  movement  and 
activities.  The  amount  of  acid  created  is  not 
expected  to  be  harmful  to  wildlife. 

I  will  now  discuss  the  potential  impacts  for 
each  proposed  site. 

The  facilities  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  site  A-15 
are  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  This  is  due  to  the 
Bomarc  missile  testing  that  occurred  there  from  1959 
until  1985.  These  are  concerned  Cold  War-era 
facilities.  The  potential  impact  would  be  the 
modification  of  these  facilities  from  their  original 
intent. 

The  Florida  Department  of  Transportation 
estimates  US  98  will  be  over  capacity  by  2005. 

These  are  the  current  average  daily  traffic 
counts.  This  is  the  current  capacity  of  US  98.  As 
you  can  see,  some  of  the  sections  are  already  over 
capacity.  This  is  estimated  traffic  in  the  year  2005. 

The  additional  amount  of  traffic  due  to  the 
proposed  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this 
total.  The  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental 
vehicles  used  by  the  engineers  and  technicians  in 
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1  preparing  the  missiles  for  launch. 

2  A  line-of-sight  corridor  5,500  feet  long  and  40 

3  feet  wide  is  needed  to  range  safety  instrumentation 

4  currently  planned  for  Hera  target  launches.  This 

5  would  pass  within  seventy-five  feet  of  a  bald  eagle's 

6  nest.  This  violates  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

7  primary  protection  zone  of  four  hundred  and  fifty 

8  meters,  which  is  approximately  1 ,475  feet. 

9  Cape  San  Bias  has  the  highest  sea  turtle 

10  nesting  density  in  Northwest  Florida,  approximately 

11  15.3  nests  per  mile.  Since  a  lot  of  the  launch 

12  preparations  would  occurred  during  the  night  prior  to 

13  a  launch,  sea  turtles  could  be  adversely  affected 

14  during  the  nesting  and  hatching  seasons. 

15  The  launch  facilities  to  support  a  Hera  target 

16  launch  site  would  cause  the  permanent  loss  of  1 .62 

1 7  acres  of  wetland  habitat  that  is  used  by  a  variety  of 

18  birds. 

19  Hera  target  missile  launches  could  cause 

20  short-term  noise  effects  of  124  decibels  in  the  area 

21  of  the  lighthouse  and  keeper's  quarters.  These 

22  historic  facilities  are  inside  the  launch  hazard  area. 

23  This  has  the  potential  to  damage  the  lighthouse  lens 

24  and  the  keeper's  quarters. 

25  State  Road  30-E  would  have  to  be  closed  on  each 


1  side  of  the  launch  hazard  area  approximately  one  hour 

2  prior  to  the  launch.  This  is  a  standard  practice  that 

3  we  have  used  for  other  missile  launches  from  Cape  San 

4  Bias.  Emergency  vehicles  would  be  allowed  access. 

5  Traffic  would  be  increased  by  forty  percent  on 

6  State  Road  30-E  during  the  last  couple  of  weeks 

7  leading  up  to  a  launch.  This  represents  a  total  of 

8  less  than  2,000  vehicles  projected  for  the  year  2005, 

9  which  is  well  within  the  total  capacity  State  Road 

1 0  30-E  of  9,200  daily  vehicles. 

11  The  proposed  launch  site  on  Saddlebunch  Keys 

12  would  disturb  up  to  2.23  acres  of  wetlands.  There 

13  would  be  no  additional  wetlands  disturbed  at  Cudjoe 

14  Key. 

1 5  There  is  a  potential  that  vegetation  near  the 

16  launch  site  would  be  singed.  However,  at  the  Hera 

17  launch  from  Fort  Wingate  last  November,  snow  twenty 

18  feet  from  the  launch  site  was  not  melted. 

19  The  Florida  Game  and  Freshwater  Fish  Commission 

20  performed  a  survey  at  Cudjoe  Key  last  spring  to  try  to 

21  determine  the  silver  rice  rat  population.  The  silver 

22  rice  rat  is  on  the  listing  as  an  endangered  species. 

23  No  silver  rice  rats  were  captured  after  one  week  of 

24  trapping. 

25  The  Cudjoe  Key  aerostat  facilities  are 
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1  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 

2  Register  of  Historic  Places.  These  facilities  may  be 

3  eligible  because  they  are  considered  Cold  War-era 

4  facilities.  The  potential  impact  would  be 

5  modifications  of  these  facilities  from  their  original 

6  intent. 

7  If  the  Cudjoe  Key  alternative  were  to  be 

8  selected,  Blimp  Road  would  be  closed  at  Asturis  Road. 

9  This  would  not  restrict  access  to  or  from  Cudjoe 

1 0  Acres. 

11  The  Florida  Department  of  Transportation 

12  estimates  that  Highway  1  would  be  over  capacity  by 

13  2005. 

14  These  are  the  average  daily  traffic  counts. 

1 5  This  is  a  current  capacity  of  Highway  1 ,  and  this  is 

16  the  estimated  traffic  by  2005. 

17  The  additional  amount  of  traffic  due  to  the 

18  proposed  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this 

19  total.  The  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental 

20  vehicles  used  by  engineers  and  technicians  preparing 

21  the  missiles  for  launch. 

22  Some  of  the  launches,  all  of  the  missile 

23  flights  and  the  interceptors  would  occur  over  the  Gulf 

24  of  Mexico.  These  are  some  of  the  potential  impacts 

25  for  the  Gulf.  The  existing  airspace  warning  areas 


1  would  be  closed  to  aircraft  for  a  period  of  up  to  four 

2  hours.  This  would  result  in  rerouting  commercial 

3  aircraft  around  these  warning  areas,  a  standard 

4  procedure  used  today. 

5  The  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  marine  mammals  is 

6  not  very  well  understood.  There  may  be  sonic  booms 

7  penetrating  the  water's  surface.  We  are  investigating 

8  the  impact  to  marine  mammals  with  the  National  Marine 

9  Fisheries  Service. 

10  In  addition  to  the  airspace,  portions  of  some 

11  of  the  shipping  lanes  in  the  Gulf  and  intercoastal 

12  waterway  would  be  cleared  for  short  periods. 

13  The  Federal  agencies  listed  here  have  reviewed 

14  earlier  drafts  of  the  SEIS.  They  have  provided 

15  comments  to  us  to  aid  in  our  preparation  of  the  draft 

16  SEIS.  This  draft  was  mailed  to  the  public  in 

17  February. 

1 8  We  will  continue  to  consult  with  the  federal 

19  agencies  as  well  as  the  state  agencies  listed  here. 

20  Should  any  regulatory  permits  be  required,  these  are 

21  the  agencies  that  would  issue  those  permits. 

22  The  next  steps  for  the  SEIS  are  shown  here. 

23  First  and  most  important,  we  need  your  comments  on  the 

24  SEIS.  To  insure  your  comments  are  incorporated  in  the 

25  _ final  SEIS,  we  need  to  receive  them  by  April  3rd. 
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These  comments  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  SEIS. 

The  final  SEIS  should  be  completed  sometime 
this  fall.  We  are  hoping  to  complete  it  by  September. 

The  Director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
Organization  would  make  a  record  of  decision  no 
earlier  than  thirty  days  after  the  final  SEIS  is 
completed. 

That's  all  I  have  tonight.  Thank  you  for  your 
interest  and  concerns  with  this  important  national 
defense  project. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you,  Major  Kennedy.  We 
are  now  going  to  take  a  five  minute  break  to  set  up 
the  podium  and  collect  the  speaker  cards.  So  if  you 
will  just  bear  with  us  for  five  minutes,  we  will  be 
ready  to  go. 

(  Whereupon,  a  short  break  was  taken.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  We  are  ready  to  start  calling 
the  names  of  those  who  have  signed  up  to  speak.  At 
this  point  I  have  a  single  individual.  I  do  want  to 
mention  that  we  are  going  to  ask  you  to  come  up  to  the 
podium  and  speak  clearly  into  it  and  give  us  your 
name,  if  you  would,  for  the  court  reporter.  We  also 
have  a  time  limit  for  oral  comments  that  we  are  using 
at  all  the  locations  at  all  the  places  that  we  will  be 
holding  these  and  to  give  everyone  a  fair  and  equal 


pt002 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


that  missile  was  basically  built  up  at  Eglin,  loaded 

P-T-0001 

i 

Eglin  back  in,  1  think,  1983.  So  1  think  it  would  be 

P-T-0001 

1 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

2 

on  an  aircraft  and  flown  down  range  to  the  long  range 

2 

worthwhile  to  pursue  looking  at  that  for  an 

3 

missions  south  of  Tampa  where  the  aircraft  would  turn 

3 

alternative.  Thank  you. 

4 

inbound  and  launch  the  missile  much  on  the  same 

4 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Is  there  anyone  who  would  like 

5 

profile  that  you  showed  on  your  chart. 

5 

to  offer  their  comment  tonight?  If  that's  it,  then  we 

6 

The  missile  was  rocket  powered  and  its 

6 

appreciate  very  much  you  coming  tonight.  As  we  say, 

7 

acceleration  cruise  conditions,  which  basically  ranged 

7 

we  have  three  more  of  these.  Many  of  you  may  have 

8 

from  forty  thousand  to  a  hundred  thousand  feet,  mock 

8 

decided  that  you  want  to  take  some  more  time  to  think 

9 

1 .2  mock  4.  And  that  was  off  the  coast  of  Eglin.  It 

9 

about  this,  and  read  up  on  it  some  more.  We  do 

10 

was  recoverable  by  parachute  and  reusable. 

10 

strongly  encourage  you  to  develop  any  written  comments 

11 

Now,  this  system  underwent  development  testing 

11 

that  you  would  like  to  make  and  you  could  send  them  to 

12 

of  an  evaluation  and  I0T  here  at  Eglin  and  did  not  go 

12 

us.  With  that,  we  will  adjourn  the  meeting  at  7:44 

13 

into  production  because  at  the  time  the  Air  Force  said 

13 

p.m. 

14 

that  the  requirement  was  soft.  But  1  think  this 

14 

(Whereupon,  the  hearing  was  concluded) 

15 

system,  from  what  I've  seen  will  fulfill  your 

15 

***** 

16 

requirements  and  my  recommendation  to  you  is  twofold. 

16 

17 

First  of  all,  you  look  into  the  fire  bold 

17 

18 

characteristics  to  see  if,  indeed,  it  will  meet  your 

18 

19 

requirements. 

19 

20 

And  secondly,  if  so,  look  into  the  feasibility 

20 

21 

of  dusting  it  off  and  going  into  a  limited 

21 

22 

production.  That  system  was  used  to  test  the  Navy 

22 

23 

AEGIS  shipboard  defense  system  and  the  Phoenix  system 

23 

24 

here  at  Eglin,  using  development  target  missiles,  and 

24 

25 

it  also  set  the  altitude  and  speed  record  here  at 

25 

ptOI  6 


5-164 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


1  BALLISTIC  MISSILE  DEFENSE  ORGANIZATION 

EGLIN  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

2  AIR  FORCE  DEVELOPMENT  TEST  CENTER 
U.S.  ARMY  SPACE  AND  STRATEGIC 

3  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

4  MARCH  10,  1998 

5  IN  RE:  Port  St.  Joe,  Cape  Can  Bias 


7  Scoping  meeting  held  March  10,  1998  commencing  at 
approximately  6:00  p.m.  EST,  at  Port  St.  Joe  High  School, 

8  Port  St.  Joe,  Florida. 
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4  Mr.  Lewis  Michaelson  • 
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Major  Tom  Kennedy  - 

6 
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7 
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10 
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10 
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11 
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1  PUBLIC  HEARING 

2  MARCH  10,  1998 

3  PORT  ST.  JOE,  FLORIDA 

4  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Good  evening  and  welcome  to 

5  tonight's  public  hearing  on  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 

6  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  My  name  is 

7  Lewis  Michaelson  and  I  have  been  asked  by  the  Ballistic 

8  Missile  Defense  Organization  to  moderate  tonight's  meeting. 

9  Before  I  go  over  tonight's  agenda  and  ground  rules,  I  would 

10  like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  introduce  you  to  the 

11  Government  representatives  who  are  here  with  us  tonight. 

12  Representing  the  Air  Force  Developmental  Test  Center 

13  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  is  Major  Tom  Kennedy.  And  as  the 

14  Theater  Missile  Defense  Test  Manager,  Major  Kennedy  has  the 

15  responsibility  for  preparing  the  Supplemental  Environmental 

16  Impact  Statement.  And  from  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

17  Organization  we  have  Lt.  Colonel  Rick  Lehner.  I  should 

18  also  mention  that  in  the  audience  we  Colonel  Jim  Heald  who 

1 9  is  the  Commander  of  the  46th  Test  Wing  Operations  Group  at 

20  Eglin. 

21  To  start  the  meeting  I  would  like  to  briefly  outline 

22  the  purpose  of  the  meeting  and  to  go  over  the  agenda  so 

23  you'll  know  what  to  expect  as  we  proceed. 

24  Just  over  a  year  ago,  I'm  sure  some  of  you  will 

25  remember  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the 


1  Air  Force  held  scoping  meetings  here  and  in  the  Keys.  I 

2  recognize  a  couple  of  faces  from  when  we  did  those  scoping 

3  meetings. 

4  The  purpose  of  those  meetings  was  to  obtain  your 

5  comments  on  the  environmental  issues  you  believe  should  be 

6  examined  in  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 

7  Statement.  Scoping  comments  from  the  public  and  agencies 

8  were  then  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  draft 

9  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  is  the  subject  of 

10  tonight's  hearing.  Tonight’s  hearing,  then,  has  three 

11  essential  purposes. 

12  The  first  is  to  describe  to  you  the  nature  of  the 

13  program  that  is  being  examined  in  the  Environmental  Impact 

14  Statement,  again,  in  this  case,  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 

15  Extended  Test  Range  proposal. 

16  The  second  purpose  is  to  briefly  describe  the 

17  Environmental  Impact  Statement  process  and  the  findings  in 

1 8  the  draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  or 

19  SEIS  as  it  is  know  by  its  initials. 

20  The  third  and  primary  purpose  is  to  be  here  and  to 

21  listen  to  your  concerns  and  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS. 

22  Your  comments  tonight  will  then  be  used  in  the  preparation 

23  of  the  final  SEIS. 

24  I  would  like  to  go  over  the  agenda  now.  From  6:00  to 

25  7  o'clock  I  know  many  of  you  took  advantage  of  the 
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1  opportunity  to  talk  to  the  various  experts  that  we  have 

2  here  from  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and 

3  the  Air  Force  and  associated  staff  and  hopefully  they  were 

4  able  to  answer  some  of  the  questions  you  may  have  had  about 

5  the  proposed  action  in  the  EIS  process. 

6  The  agenda,  then,  for  the  rest  of  the  meeting  is  that 

7  after  I  finish  my  introductory  remarks,  we'll  have 

8  presentation  by  Major  Tom  Kennedy  who  will  provide  a  brief 

9  description  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Range 

10  Test  followed  by  an  overview  of  the  Environmental  acts  that 

11  have  been  identified  and  assessed  in  the  SEIS. 

12  The  last  thing  on  the  agenda,  public  comments,  is 

13  really  the  most  important.  Remember  that  the  draft,  SEIS, 

14  is  just  that,  a  draft.  So  this  is  your  opportunity  to  tell 

15  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the  Air 

16  Force  how  they  could  improve  their  analysis  of  potential 

17  environmental  impacts  before  the  document  is  finalized  and 

18  before  the  decision  is  made  on  whether  or  not  to  proceed 

19  with  the  proposed  action. 

20  A  few  administrative  points  on  making  comments.  We 

21  already  have  a  couple  of  people  who  signed  up,  if  you  have 

22  that's  great.  If  not,  and  you’d  like  to  speak  tonight,  if 

23  you  would  please  go  to  the  registration  table  and  please 

24  fill  out  one  of  these  cards.  It  simply  makes  the  process 

25  run  more  smoothly.  Everyone  will  have  four  minutes  to 


1  speak.  And  by  the  way  Air  Force  has  a  court  reporter  here 

2  tonight  to  make  a  verbatim  transcript  of  this  hearing  so 

3  that  all  of  your  oral  comments  will  be  recorded  accurately. 

4  As  a  part  of  preparing  that  transcript  an  audio  recording 

5  is  being  made  as  well. 

6  You  may  also  make  your  comments  in  writing  and  there 

7  are  four  ways  to  do  that.  You  may  hand  in  written  comments 

8  that  you  brought  with  you  tonight,  to  me  or  to  the 

9  registration  table.  You  can  also  use  the  written  comment 

10  sheets  that  were  available  at  the  registration  table  and 

1 1  leave  them  here  with  us  tonight  if  you  want  to  save 

1 2  yourself  the  32  cents. 

13  The  other  way,  of  course,  is  to  mail  them  in,  and  you 

14  can  do  that  by  any  way  that  you  see  fit,  use  the  written 

15  comment  sheets  or  any  other  way  that  works  for  you.  Or  you 

1 6  may  e-mail  your  comments  to  the  Air  Force  at 

17  T&V@Eglin.AF.MIL.  And  those  addresses  appear  on  this 

18  handout  that  you  received  when  you  came  in  tonight  so  you 

19  don't  have  to  write  them  down  right  now. 

20  Whichever  option  you  choose  in  terms  of  writing  and 

21  sending  in  written  comments,  we  ask  that  you  please  send 

22  them  in  by  April  3rd,  which  is  the  closing  date  of  the 

23  comment  period,  and  remember  that  written  comments  are 

24  given  the  same  consideration  as  oral  comments  offered  here 

25  tonight. 
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1  Finally,  to  receive  the  final  SEIS,  if  you  want  to 

2  receive  that,  there  are  several  ways  that  you  can  do  that. 

3  One  is  that  if  you  already  received  the  draft  SEIS  you  are 

4  already  on  the  list  and  will  receive  the  final.  Second,  if 

5  you  speak  tonight  and  provide  us  with  your  name  and  address 

6  or  by  written  comment  with  your  name  and  address  you  will 

7  be  added  to  the  list. 

8  Finally  if  you  aren't  on  either  one  of  those 

9  conditions  but  would,  there  is  a  card  that  you  can  fill 

10  out.  Again,  it's  at  the  registration  table.  It's  this 

1 1  yellow  card,  and  you  can  check  the  box  either  to  receive 

12  the  full,  final  SEIS  or  to  receive  an  Executive  Summary, 

1 3  which  is  a  shortened  version  of  that. 

1 4  Also,  copies  of  the  SEIS  will  be  placed  in  the 

1 5  information  repositories  which  are  listed  on  the  STAT  sheet 

1 6  and--in  case  you  want  to  look  at  it  but  you  don't  want  to 

17  receive  the  entire  document. 

18  Finally,  it's  important  for  you  to  understand  that  the 

1 9  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the  Air  Force 

20  representatives  are  not  here  tonight  to  make  any  decisions. 

21  Their  role  is  to  take  the  results  of  the  public  comment 

22  process  including  the  comments  received  at  this  hearing  and 

23  to  make  sure  that  they  are  considered  in  the  preparation  of 

24  the  final  SEIS.  Their  main  purpose  in  being  here  tonight 

25  is  to  listen  to  your  suggestions  and  concerns  firsthand. 


1  With  that  we  will  now  hear  Major  Kennedy's  presentation. 

2  MAJOR  KENNEDY:  Good  evening.  I  am  Major  Tom 

3  Kennedy.  I  work  for  Colonel  Shackelford  in  46th  Test  Wing. 

4  We  are  representing  Major  General  Michael  Kostelnik,  the 

5  commander  of  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  at  Eglin 

6  Air  Force  Base.  My  job  is  to  determine  if  it  is  feasible 

7  to  test  theater  missile  defense  systems  within  the  Eglin 

8  Gulf  Test  Range. 

9  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  requires 

10  Federal  decision  makers  consider  the  impacts  on  the 

11  environment  along  with  safety,  cost,  schedule  and  technical 

12  requirements.  One  of  the  first  steps  in  doing  this  is  the 

13  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

14  The  purpose  of  this  presentation  is  to  describe  the 

15  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  For 

16  simplicity,  I  will  refer  to  this  document  as  the  SEIS. 

17  First  I  will  describe  the  proposed  action  our  team 

18  evaluated  in  the  SEIS.  Then  I  will  describe  the  findings 

19  in  the  SEIS. 

20  The  proposed  action  is  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

21  Range  to  test  theater  missile  defense  systems  against 

22  target  missiles  with  ranges  up  to  1 ,100  kilometers  or 

23  approximately  685  miles. 

24  There  are  two  primary  organizations  involved  with  the 

25  SEIS.  The  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  is  a _ 
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1  Department  of  Defense  level  organization  that  was 

2  established  by  Congress.  They  are  responsible  for 

3  developing  and  managing  the  development  and  acquisition  of 

4  missile  defense  systems  for  all  services.  As  such,  they 

5  are  the  proponent  for  this  action.  This  means  the  director 

6  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  will  make  the 

7  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  select  any  of  the 

8  alternatives  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range.  The  Ballistic 

9  Missile  Defense  Organization  asked  the  Air  Force 

10  Development  Test  Center  to  lead  the  steps  required  to 

11  develop  test  capabilities  here.  That  is  why  we  are  writing 

12  the  SEIS  for  them. 

13  This  SEIS  supplements  two  earlier  Environmental  Impact 

14  Statements.  In  1993  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

15  Organization  completed  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 

16  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  This  is  a 

17  broad  EIS  that  considered  the  general  environmental  impacts 

1 8  of  developing  theater  missile  defense  systems.  It  is  the 

19  baseline  for  location  specific  EIS's. 

20  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  EIS, 

21  completed  in  1994,  considered  the  impacts  of  theater 

22  missile  defense  testing  at  four  ranges:  White  Sands 

23  Missile  Range  in  New  Mexico,  the  Western  Test  Range  off  of 

24  California,  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  and  Kwajalein 

25  Missile  Range  in  the  Western  Pacific. 


1  At  that  time,  White  Sands  and  Kwajalein  were  selected 

2  as  theater  missile  defense  extended  test  ranges.  The  Eglin 

3  Gulf  Test  Range  was  not  selected  because  of  the  difficulty 

4  and  cost  of  providing  a  sea-launched  target,  the  only 

5  option  considered  at  that  time.  This  SEIS  supplements  the 

6  1994  Extended  Test  Range  EIS. 

7  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Key  West  Naval  Air  Station,  and 

8  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station  regularly  use  vast  amounts  of 

9  airspace  over  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  blue  line 

10  defines  the  area  that  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  scheduling 

11  responsibilities  for.  While  this  is  the  area  scheduled  by 

1 2  Naval  Air  Station  Key  West. 

13  There  is  no  other  location  within  the  Continental 

14  United  States  that  combines  so  much  available  military 

15  airspace  with  low  population  density.  The  large  size  of 

16  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  makes  it  ideal  for  performing 

17  tests  that  cover  long  distances,  such  as  theater  missile 

18  defense  testing.  Also,  the  missile  flights  can  be  done 

19  over  the  broad,  open  waters  of  the  Gulf  which  greatly 

20  enhances  safety. 

21  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  existing  radar,  optical  and 

22  other  sensor  systems  to  conduct  its  current  missions. 

23  These  types  of  instrumentation  systems  are  expensive  to 

24  develop  from  the  ground  up.  By  enhancing  an  existing  range 

25  like  Eglin,  we  can  save  millions  in  taxpayer  dollars. 
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1  To  determine  if  an  interceptor  works  you  have  to  test  it 

2  against  a  target.  Some  interceptors  are  ground  based  and 

3  some  are  sea  based.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  would 

4  provide  the  flexibility  to  test  either  type  of  system. 

5  I  will  describe  the  preferred  alternatives  first.  For 

6  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to  be  enhanced  for  use  as  a 

7  Theater  Missile  defense  test  and  training  range  launching 

8  options  for  both  interceptor  missiles  and  target  missiles 

9  would  have  to  be  selected.  Although  no  final  decisions 

10  will  be  made  until  the  Record  of  Decision  is  reached,  the 

1 1  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 

12  indicated  last  November  that  these  are  the  alternatives  he 

1 3  would  prefer  to  use  over  the  other  alternatives  considered. 

14  After  that,  I  will  describe  the  other  alternatives 

15  considered.  These  alternatives  are  shown  in  the  handout 

16  you  should  have  received  when  you  arrived. 

17  Since  the  interceptors  are  the  actual  things  being 

18  tested,  I  will  start  with  them.  Interceptors  could  be 

19  ground-based  here  on  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  properties  on 

20  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias.  Interceptors  could 

21  also  be  sea  based  out  in  the  open  waters  of  the  Gulf. 

22  I  will  now  discuss  the  target  methods  used.  Air  Drop 

23  is  the  term  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  has 

24  termed  for  short-range  air-launched  targets.  These 

25  air-launched  targets  are  restricted  to  less  than  600 _ 


1  kilometers  by  treaty  implications.  The  air  drop  target 

2  will  be  launched  over  the  open  Gulf  within  the  existing  air 

3  space.  Targets  could  also  be  now  launched  from  Santa  Rosa 

4  Island  or  Cape  San  Bias.  All  the  intercepts  and  debris 

5  would  be  contained  within  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

6  This  is  a  diagram  of  how  the  proposed  air-drop  target 

7  would  work.  The  missile  is  pulled  out  of  the  back  of  the 

8  airplane  using  a  parachute.  It  is  on  a  sled.  The  sled  and 

9  the  missile  separate.  The  missile  has  its  own  parachutes. 

10  Once  it  rights  itself  the  parachutes  are  released  and  the 

11  missile  is  launched  towards  the  landing  area. 

12  Even  though  the  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile 

13  Defense  Organization  defined  his  preferred  alternative,  we 

14  are  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 

15  1 969  to  consider  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  this 

16  preferred  alternative.  These  are  considered  in  the 

17  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  the 

18  category,  Other  Alternatives  Considered. 

19  These  other  alternatives  could  be  selected  if  there 

20  were  a  great  national  need  to  provide  a  specific  test 

21  capability.  This  national  need  could  be  due  to  technical, 

22  environmental,  or  other  national  policy  considerations. 

23  The  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defence  Organization 

24  would  make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  use  these 

25  alternatives. 
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1  Again,  starting  with  the  interceptor  alternatives,  we 

2  are  considering  launching  interceptor  missiles  from 

3  platforms  off  of  the  coast  at  either  Santa  Rosa  Island  or 

4  Cape  San  Bias.  These  platforms  would  allow  intercepts 

5  closer  to  the  launching  point  of  the  interceptor  missile. 

6  This  would  still  keep  the  missile  and  intercept  debris 

7  off-shore  and  provide  the  required  safety  margins  for  the 

8  personnel  and  equipment  directly  involved  in  the  test. 

9  There  are  treaty  restrictions  against  launching 

10  ballistic  missiles  from  sea-based  platforms  that  are 

11  tethered  to  the  sea-floor.  This  prevents  us  from 

12  considering  launching  target  missiles  from  platforms. 

13  Also  in  the  other-altematives-considered  category  are 

14  land-launched  targets  from  the  Florida  Keys.  There  are  two 

15  Keys  under  consideration,  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys, 

1 6  only  one  of  which  would  be  chosen  if  this  alternative  were 

17  to  become  necessary. 

18  Although  the  sea-based  target  launch  option  was  the 

19  reason  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  was  not  selected  in  the 

20  earlier  EIS,  the  Army  is  now  developing  the  capability  to 

21  launch  target  missiles  from  a  ship.  This  alternative  is 

22  limited  to  less  than  375  miles  just  like  the  current  limits 

23  on  the  air-launched  capability. 

24  The  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

25  Organization  also  has  the  option  of  selecting  the  No-action 


1  alternative.  In  fact,  the  National  Environmental  Policy 

2  Act  of  1969  requires  the  decision  maker  to  consider  the 

3  impacts  should  the  proposed  action  not  take  place. 

4  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  the  No-action 

5  alternative  describes  the  environmental  impacts  if  the 

6  proposed  action  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  for 

7  theater  missile  defense  testing  is  not  implemented. 

8  Our  baseline  was  selected  to  analyze  the  maximum 

9  impacts  possible.  In  developing  the  baseline  for  the  EIS, 

10  we  used  the  PATRIOT  as  the  baseline  interceptor.  In  all 

11  cases,  the  analysts  used  the  best  available  data  for  the 

12  analysis. 

13  The  team  used  the  Hera  target  missile  as  the  typical 

14  target  missile.  This  is  because  it  is  the  biggest  target 

15  missile  considered.  Although  we  assumed  the  highest  number 

16  of  launches  proposed  at  each  site,  the  actual  number  of 

17  launches  would  be  considerably  less.  The  combined 

1 8  potential  impacts  from  the  Hera  are  greater  than  those  of 

19  the  proposed  interceptors.  At  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape 

20  San  Bias,  where  both  Interceptors  and  targets  are  proposed, 

21  we  used  the  Hera  as  a  baseline. 

22  These  are  the  14  resource  areas  the  team  evaluated  for 

23  each  alternative.  The  potential  impacts  are  outlined  in 

24  your  handout.  Many  of  the  potential  impacts  are  similar  at 

25  each  site.  First,  I  will  describe  the  impacts  that  are 
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1  common  to  each  site.  Then  I  will  describe  those  that  are 

2  unique  at  each  proposed  location.  However,  before  I  can 

3  discuss  any  potential  impacts,  I  need  to  show  you  the 

4  launch  hazard  areas  that  would  be  established  for  each 

5  alternative  location.  These  launch  hazard  areas  define  the 

6  regions  of  influence  the  team  analyzed  at  each  site. 

7  The  purpose  of  the  launch  hazard  area  is  to  ensure 

8  that  nobody  is  inside  the  areas  that  could  be  affected 

9  should  the  missile  self-destruct  or  the  range  safety 

10  officer  need  to  terminate  the  missile  flight. 

11  When  the  range  safety  officer  develops  a  launch  hazard 

12  area,  he  uses  a  computer  model.  This  model  predicts  where 

13  the  debris  from  an  errant  missile  would  go  should  it  be 

14  destroyed.  He  also  considers  the  effect  of  wind.  Finally, 

1 5  the  range  safety  officer  determines  if  there  are  protected 

16  areas,  such  as  private  property,  within  the  launch  hazard 

17  area.  If  so,  he  establishes  wind  restrictions  to  prevent 

18  this  debris  from  falling  on  these  protected  areas.  This  is 

19  why  the  launch  hazard  areas  are  different  shapes  and  sizes 

20  at  each  location. 

21  The  launch  hazard  area  for  a  Hera  target  missile  is 

22  6500  feet  without  any  wind.  Once  the  effects  of  wind  are 

23  considered,  the  launch  hazard  area  is  expanded  to 

24  incorporate  additional  safety  area.  At  Santa  Rosa  Island, 

25  the  launch  hazard  area  would  extend  to  Santa  Rosa  Sound  and 


1  encompass  this  portion  of  the  island.  Here  at  Cape  San 

2  Bias,  the  launch  hazard  area  would  go  back  into  St.  Joseph 

3  Bay.  It  would  extend  over  State  Road  30E. 

4  At  Cudjoe  Key,  it  encompasses  the  north  west  section 

5  of  the  key.  It  is  primarily  over  the  waters  of  the 

6  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White  Heron 

7  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  extends  out  to  the  airspace 

8  scheduled  by  Naval  Air  Station  in  Key  West.  The  launch 

9  hazard  area  crosses  Blimp  Road. 

10  The  launch  hazard  area  at  Saddlebunch  Keys  is  similar 

11  to  that  at  Cudjoe  Key.  It  is  primarily  over  the  waters  of 

12  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White  Heron 

13  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Since  the  key  is  primarily 

14  military  property  north  of  Highway  1,  the  launch  hazard 

15  area  would  include  that  entire  area. 

16  Now  I  will  discuss  the  common  potential  impacts.  The 

17  first  resource  area  I  will  discuss  is  Air  Quality.  Air 

18  Quality  impacts  would  be  similar  at  all  proposed  locations. 

19  The  primary  emissions  from  a  missile  launch  are  shown  here. 

20  The  primary  emissions  of  concern  are  aluminum  oxide,  carbon 

21  monoxide,  and  hydrogen  chloride.  All  of  these  emissions 

22  are  within  the  standards  established  by  the  National 

23  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  and  the  Environmental 

24  Protection  Agency.  We  just  discussed  Air  Quality.  We  are 

25  not  proposing  any  additional  airspace  restrictions  so  there 
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1  are  no  impacts  for  this  resource  area. 

2  Biological  Resources:  The  noise  of  a  launch  could 

3  startle  birds  and  other  wildlife.  However,  experience  at 

4  Cape  Canaveral  shows  that  after  an  initial  flushing,  where 

5  the  birds  fly  around,  they  return  to  their  nests  within  a 

6  few  minutes.  There  are  also  location  specific  biological 

7  resources  potential  impacts  which  I  will  discuss  in  a  few 

8  minutes.  Potential  impacts  to  Cultural  resources  are  site 

9  specific. 

10  Geology  and  soil  in  areas  nearest  the  launch 

11  facility:  Any  hydrogen  chloride  that  settles  to  the  ground 

12  may  result  in  a  temporary  increase  in  surface  soils 

1 3  acidity.  Increases  in  soil  acidity  would  be  temporary  and 

14  would  be  diluted  and  buffered  by  rainfall. 

15  The  amount  of  aluminum  oxide  settling  on  the  ground 

16  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  change  in  soil  fertility 

17  or  be  in  concentrations  toxic  to  the  growth  of  existing 

18  plants  and  microorganisms. 

19  The  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  produced  by  this 

20  program  consists  primarily  of  solvent  soaked  cleaning  rags. 

21  The  amount  generated  easily  fits  within  the  current 

22  capacity  for  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  and  the  Naval  Air 

23  Station,  Key  West. 

24  For  land  and  water  use,  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would 

25  be  cleared  of  people  and  private  vehicles  up  to  four  hours 


1  on  launch  day.  This  would  restrict  access  to  the  land  and 

2  water  areas  within  the  launch  hazard  area.  This  includes 

3  the  waters  off-shore  which  would  also  be  cleared  of  boats 

4  for  up  to  four  hours. 

5  The  peak  noise  at  the  edge  of  the  launch  hazard  area 

6  is  predicted  to  be  107  decibels.  This  is  similar  to  a  747 

7  flying  overhead  at  1000  feet.  However,  this  would  only  be 

8  a  momentary  sound.  The  continuous  sound  level  is  predicted 

9  to  be  86.3  decibels  for  45  seconds.  This  is  similar  to  a 

10  portable  hair  dryer  held  one  foot  away.  Both  of  these  are 

11  within  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

12  exposure  limit  of  115  decibels  for  15  minutes.  So  there 

1 3  would  be  no  health-related  sound  exposures  outside  of  the 

14  launch  hazard  area.  Should  launches  occur  before  7:00 

15  a. m.,  it  is  anticipated  that  some  people  may  be  awakened  by 

16  the  launch  noise. 

17  Safety  is  primarily  defined  by  the  launch  hazard 

18  areas.  The  policy  of  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center 

19  is  that  the  general  public  will  not  have  any  additional 

20  risk  due  to  test  activities  than  they  would  experience  In 

21  everyday  life. 

22  The  potential  impacts  to  socioeconomics  are  similar  to 

23  those  for  land  and  water  use  as  the  launch  hazard  area 

24  would  also  have  to  be  cleared  of  commercial  activities. 

25  This  clearance  would  occur  up  to  four  hours  on  launch  day. 
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1  Each  Hera  target  missile  launch  could  result  in  over 

2  $100,000  in  personnel  per  diem.  Each  interceptor  missile 

3  launch  could  result  in  nearly  $150,000  in  per  diem 

4  expenses.  The  potential  impacts  to  transportation  are 

5  location  specific. 

6  The  utilities  currently  available  at  each  location  are 

7  sufficient  to  handle  the  requirements  of  the  proposed 

8  program.  However,  bottled  water  and  portable  toilets  may 

9  be  used  to  reduce  any  impact  on  these  resources. 

10  Each  of  the  proposed  sites  has  historically  been  used 

11  for  military  purposes.  The  visual  aesthetics  of  the 

12  proposed  facilities  would  be  consistent  with  the  existing 

13  facilities. 

14  The  Water  Resources:  Temporary  small  increases  of 

1 5  surface  water  acidity  may  occur.  The  amount  of  time  for 

1 6  these  to  dilute  depends  on  water  movement  and  activity. 

17  The  amount  of  acid  created  is  not  expected  to  be  harmful  to 

18  wildlife. 

19  I  will  now  discuss  the  potential  impacts  for  each 

20  proposed  site.  On  Santa  Rosa  Island  these  are  the 

21  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources.  The  facilities  at 

22  site  A-15  are  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the 

23  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  This  is  due  to  the 

24  BOMARC  missile  testing  that  occurred  there  from  1959  to 

25  1985.  These  are  considered  Cold-War  era  facilities.  The 


1  potential  impact  would  be  the  modification  of  these 

2  facilities  from  their  original  intent. 

3  For  transportation,  the  Florida  Department  of 

4  Transportation  estimates  US  98  will  be  over  capacity  by 

5  2005.  These  are  the  current  average  daily  traffic  counts. 

6  This  is  the  current  capacity  of  US  98.  As  you  can  see, 

7  some  of  these  sections  are  already  over  capacity.  This  is 

8  the  estimated  traffic  in  the  year  2005. 

9  The  additional  amount  of  traffic  due  to  the  proposed 

10  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this  total.  The 

11  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental  vehicles  used  by  the 

12  engineers  and  technicians  preparing  the  missiles  for 

13  launch.  This  maximum  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple 

14  days  for  each  launch. 

15  At  Cape  San  Bias,  the  potential  impacts  to  biological 

16  resources  are  a  corridor-a  line-of-sight  corridor,  5500 

17  feet  long  and  40  feet  wide  is  needed  for  range  safety 

1 8  instrumentation  currently  planned  for  Hera  target  launches. 

19  This  would  pass  within  75  feet  of  a  bald  eagle's  nest. 

20  This  violates  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  primary 

21  protection  zone  of  450  meters,  which  is  approximately  1475 

22  feet. 

23  Cape  San  Bias  has  the  highest  sea  turtle  nesting 

24  density  in  Northwest  Florida  -  approximately  15.3  nests  per 

25  mile.  Since  a  lot  of  the  launch  preparations  would  occur 


pt027 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


5-1  75 


1  during  the  night  prior  to  a  launch,  sea  turtles  could  be 

2  adversely  affected  during  the  nesting  and  hatching  seasons. 

3  The  launch  facilities  to  support  a  Hera  target  launch  site 

4  would  cause  the  permanent  loss  of  1 .62  acres  of  wetland 

5  habitat  that  is  used  by  a  variety  of  birds. 

6  For  cultural  resources,  Hera  target  missile  launches 

7  could  cause  short-term  noise  levels  of  124  decibels  in  the 

8  area  of  the  lighthouse  and  the  keeper's  quarters.  These 

9  historic  facilities  are  inside  the  launch  hazard  area. 

10  This  has  the  potential  to  damage  the  lighthouse  lens  and 

11  the  keeper's  quarters. 

12  Potential  impacts  to  transportation:  State  Road  30E 

13  would  have  to  be  closed  on  each  side  of  the  launch  hazard 

14  area  approximately  one  hour  prior  to  the  launch.  This  is  a 

15  standard  practice  that  we  have  used  for  other  missile 

16  launches  from  Cape  San  Bias.  Emergency  vehicles  would  be 

17  allowed  access. 

18  Traffic  would  be  increased  by  40  percent  on  State  Road 

19  30E  during  the  last  couple  of  weeks  leading  up  to  a  launch. 

20  This  represents  a  total  of  less  than  2,000  vehicles 

21  projected  for  the  year  2005,  which  is  well  within  the  total 

22  capacity  of  State  Road  30E  of  9,200  daily  vehicles. 

23  In  the  Keys,  the  potential  impacts  to  biological 

24  resources  are  the  proposed  launch  site  on  Saddlebunch  Keys 

25  would  disturb  up  to  2.23  acres  of  wetlands.  There  would  be 


1  no  additional  wetlands  disturbed  at  Cudjoe  Key. 

2  There  is  the  potential  that  vegetation  near  the  launch 

3  site  would  be  singed.  However,  at  the  Hera  launch  site  at 

4  Fort  Wingate  last  November  snow  20  feet  from  the  launch 

5  site  was  not  melted. 

6  The  Florida  Game  and  Freshwater  Fish  Commission 

7  performed  a  survey  at  Cudjoe  Key  last  spring  to  try  to 

8  determine  the  silver  rice  rat  population.  The  Silver  Rice 

9  Rat  is  on  the  Federal  listing  as  an  endangered  species.  No 

1 0  Silver  Rice  Rats  were  captured  after  one  week  of  trapping. 

11  The  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  at 

12  Cudjoe  Key.  The  Cudjoe  Key  aerostat  facilities  are 

13  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register 

14  of  Historic  Places.  These  facilities  may  be  eligible 

15  because  they  are  considered  Cold  War-era  facilities.  The 

16  potential  impact  would  be  the  modification  of  these 

1 7  facilities  from  their  original  intent. 

1 8  Potential  transportation  impacts:  If  the  Cudjoe  Key 

19  alternative  were  to  be  selected,  Blimp  Road  would  be  closed 

20  at  Asturlus  Road.  This  closure  would  last  up  to  four  hours 

21  on  launch  day.  This  would  not  restrict  access  to  or  from 

22  Cudjoe  Acres. 

23  The  Florida  Department  of  Transportation  estimates 

24  that  Highway  1  will  be  over  capacity  by  2005. 

25  These  are  the  current  average  daily  traffic  counts. 
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1  This  is  the  current  capacity  of  Highway  1  and  this  is  the 

2  estimated  traffic  in  the  year  2005. 

3  The  additional  amount  of  traffic  due  to  the  proposed 

4  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this  total.  Again,  the 

5  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental  vehicles  used  by  the 

6  engineers  and  technicians  preparing  the  missiles  for 

7  launch.  This  maximum  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple  of 

8  days  for  each  launch. 

9  Some  of  the  launches,  all  of  the  missile  flights,  and 

10  the  intercepts  would  occur  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  These 

11  are  some  of  the  potential  impacts  for  the  Gulf.  In 

12  airspace,  the  existing  airspace  warning  areas  would  be 

1 3  closed  to  aircraft  for  a  period  of  up  to  four  hours.  This 

14  would  result  in  rerouting  commercial  aircraft  around  these 

15  warning  areas,  a  standard  practice  used  today. 

16  For  biological  resources,  the  effects  of  sonic  booms 

17  on  marine  mammals  is  not  very  well  understood.  There  may 

18  be  sonic  booms  penetrating  the  water  surface.  We  are 

19  investigating  the  impact  to  marine  mammals  with  the 

20  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

21  Potential  transportation  impacts  in  addition  to  the 

22  airspace  some  portions  of  some  of  the  shipping  lanes  in  the 

23  Gulf  and  Intracoastal  waterway  would  be  cleared  for  short 

24  periods. 

25  The  Federal  agencies  listed  here  have  reviewed  earlier 


1  (Recess  taken.) 

2  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Okay.  We  are— I'm  going  to  call 

3  the  names  of  those  of  you  have  indicated  you  would  like  to 

4  make  comments  tonight.  I  will  call  out,  at  this  point,  the 

5  one  name  we  have  is  Anne  Harvey.  I  want  you  to  know  that 

6  we  had  one  person  signed  up.  Maybe  after  she  speaks 

7  someone  else  will  be  inspired  to  come  up  here  as  well.  I 

8  notice  that  Ms.  Harvey  has  lots  of  yellow  stickies  all  over 

9  her  EIS.  We're  always  happy  to  have  someone  who  has  read 

10  the  document  to  come  up  and  speak  to  us. 

11  In  any  case,  make  your  comments  slowly  and  accurately 

12  we'll  ask  that  you  please  speak  into  the  microphone,  please 

13  state  your  name  for  the  Court  Reporter.  We  also  request 

14  that  you  observe  the  four  minute  time  limit.  To  give 

15  everyone  a  fair  and  equal  chance  to  speak,  we'll  be  using 

16  that  four  minute  limit  at  all  of  the  hearings.  And  just  to 

17  make  it  real  easy  to  know  when  your  four  minutes  are  up, 

1 8  I'll  put  one  finger  up  like  this  when  you're  three  minutes 

19  into  it  and  give  you  a  one  minute  left.  And  when  your  time 

20  is  up,  I'll  put  my  hand  up  like  this  indicating  it's  time 

21  to  wrap  up  your  comments.  And  we  greatly  appreciate  your 

22  cooperation  and  understanding  in  observing  that. 

23  And  also,  keep  in  mind  that  oral  comments  are  only  one 

24  way  to  share  your  thoughts  and  concerns  with  the  Air  Force 

25  regarding  the  SE  IS.  You  can  also  hand  in  written  comments 
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P-T-0002 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

tonight  or  hand  mail  them  or  e-mail  them  by  April  3rd, 

2 

1998.  And  as  1  mentioned,  written  comments  will  be  given 

3 

the  same  consideration  as  all  comments  offered  here 

4 

tonight.  With  that,  Ms.  Harvey. 

5 

MS.  HARVEY:  My  name  is  Anne  Harvey.  I'm  the 

6 

State  Park  Manager  at  St.  Joseph  Peninsula  State  Park  at 

7 

the  north  end  of  St.  Joseph  Peninsula. 

8 

My  comments  are  mainly  in  two  different  areas  tonight. 

01 

9 

One  deals  with  the  road  closure-temporary  road  closure  of 

10 

C30E  during  the  launch  tests.  There  doesn't  appear  to  be 

11 

any  provision  for  turn  arounds  on  either  side  of  the  launch 

12 

hazard  area. 

13 

The  population  that  visits  the  State  Park  on  an  annual 

02 

14 

basis  consists  primarily  of  residents  outside  of  Gulf 

15 

County  many  of  them  are  visiting  the  State  Park.  More  than 

16 

50  percent  visit  the  State  Park  for  their  first  visit 

17 

coming  from  the  area  around  Atlanta,  Birmingham, 

18 

Montgomery,  and  they're  unfamiliar  with  the  roads  in  this 

19 

area.  1  feel  that  it  would  be  beneficial  if  the  Air  Force 

03 

20 

included  in  their  proposal  two  turn  around  locations,  one 

21 

on  either  side  of  the  launch  hazard  area,  so  that  large 

22 

rigs  consisting  of  perhaps  a  30-foot-34-foot  motor  home 

23 

with  a  tow  vehicle  would  be  able  to  turn  around,  retrace 

24 

their  steps  perhaps  to  the  State  Park  and  visit  again  there 

25 

for  a  few  hours  while  the  roads  closed.  Or  maybe  if  they 

04 

1  were  coming  from  Apalachicola  or  Port  St.  Joe,  they  could 

2  perhaps  turn  around  and  visit  Salinas  County  Park  for  a 

3  short  time  period  while  the  road  was  closed  rather  than 

4  bottlenecking  at  the  C30  road.  Since  it's  only  18  to  20 

5  feet  wide,  it  would  not  provide  adequate  turn  around  for  a 

6  rig  of  that  size  or  for  the  people  that  are  bringing  their 

7  boats  in  to  go  scalloping  during  scallop  season.  That's 

8  one  primary  comment. 

9  The  other  comment  is  that  there  was  some  discussion  in 

10  the  geology  and  soil  section  on  the  erosion  rates  adjacent 

11  to  the  target  launch  construction  facility  of  a  rate  of~ 

12  average  rate  of  about  11  meters  per  year.  I  believe  that 

1 3  the  technical  advisor  committee  that  is  now  in  place  that's 

14  been  arranged  between  the  Department  of  Environmental 

1 5  Protection  and  DOT  could  look  at  the  Stump  Hole  erosion 

16  rates.  That  if  you  look  at  the  erosion  rates  that  are 

17  being  provided  for  them  by  private  contractor  on  that 

1 8  advisor  committee,  that  you  may  find  that  the  rates  are 

19  slightly  higher  than  the  rates  that  are  listed  in  the  SEIS. 

20  There  are  some  further  comments  that  I  will  be  making, 

21  written  comments.  One  involves  the  Rish  Park.  It  is  under 

22  the  direction,  or  operation  rather,  of  the  Department  of 

23  Children  and  Family  Services  not  the  Department  of  Health 

24  and  Rehabilitative  Services.  That  department  has  been 

25  renamed  recently.  And  there  are  some  other  corrections, 
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1  more  of  a  grammatical  nature.  Thank  you. 

2  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you  very  much  for  taking 

3  the  time  to  review  the  document  like  that.  Anyone  else  who 

4  would  like  to  speak  tonight?  If  not,  of  course,  many  of 

5  you  may  decide  to  take  more  time  and  take  in  all  of  this 

6  and  compose  your  thoughts  in  the  written  form.  We  very 

7  much  encourage  you  to  do  that.  All  the  comments  that  we 

8  receive  are  very  helpful  in  the  preparation  of  the  final 

9  SEIS. 

10  Unless  there  are  other  closing  comments  we'll  go  ahead 

11  and  adjourn  this  evening.  Due  to  the  early  hour,  if  there 

1 2  are  anymore  questions  that  you  want  to  ask  of  the  technical 

13  experts,  we're  going  to  have  them  go  back  to  their  stations 

14  for  a  few  minutes  in  case  there  is  anything  else  based  upon 

15  the  presentation  you  saw  that  maybe  you'd  like  to  have 

16  clarified.  With  that,  we  will  adjourn  the  meeting  7:45 

17  p.m.  Thank  you  very  much. 

18  (Meeting  adjourned  at  7:45,  p.m.  eastern  standard 

19  time.) 
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REPORTER’S  CERTIFICATE 

4 

I,  GERTRUDE  DOWNS  as  agent  for  KIM  CLARK,  Court 

5 

Reporter,  DO  HEREBY  CERTIFY  that  KIM  CLARK  was  authorized 

6 

to,  and  did  stenographically  report  the  proceedings  taken 

7 

in  the  aforesaid  matter  on  March  10,  1998  and  that  the 

8 

transcript  is  a  true  and  complete  record  of  her 

9 

stenographic  notes. 

10 

I  FURTHER  CERTIFY  that  she  is  not  a  relative, 

11 

employee,  attorney,  or  counsel  of  the  parties,  nor  is  she  a 

12 

relative  or  employee  of  any  of  the  parties’  attorney  or 
13  counsel  connected  with  the  action,  nor  is  she  financially 
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DATED  this  25th  day  of  March,  1998. 
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MR.  MICHAELSON:  Good  evening.  If  I  could 
have  your  attention,  we’re  going  to  go  ahead  and 
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Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range 


Public  Meeting 


March  12,  1998 
6:00  p.m. 

Harvey  Government  Center,  Key  West,  FL 


FLORIDA  KEYS  REPORTING,  INC. 
91421  Overseas  Highway 
Tavernier,  FL  33070 
(305)852-2153 


2 

3  start  it  now.  I  should  also  mention  to  those  of 

4  you  who  are  standing  and  would  like  to  sit,  there 

5  are  actually  seats  dotted  throughout  the  seats 

6  here,  if  you  want  to  come  up  and  grab  those  so  you 

7  don't  have  to  stand  during  the  meeting.  Good 

8  evening  and  welcome  to  tonight's  public  hearing  on 

9  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  Supplemental 

10  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  My  name  is  Lewis 

11  Michaelson  and  I've  been  asked  by  the  Ballistic 

12  Missile  Defense  Organization  to  moderate  tonight's 

13  meeting. 

14  Before  I  go  over  tonight's  agenda  and 

1 5  ground  rules,  I  would  like  to  take  this 

16  opportunity  to  introduce  you  to  the  government 

1 7  representatives  who  are  here  with  us  tonight. 

1 8  Representing  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center 

19  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  is  Major  Tom  Kennedy.  As 

20  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Test  Manager,  Major 

21  Kennedy  has  the  responsibility  for  preparing  the 

22  supplemental  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

23  From  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  we 

24  have  Lieutenant  Colonel  Lehner.  And  also  in  the 

25  audience  I  would  like  to  introduce  Colonel  Jim 
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1  Heal,  who  is  the  commander  of  the  46th  Test  Wing 

2  Operation. 

3  To  start  the  meeting  I  would  like  to  take 

4  a  minute  to  briefly  outline  the  purpose  of 

5  tonight's  meeting  and  to  go  over  the  agenda  so  you 

6  know  what  to  expect  as  we  proceed.  As  many  of  you 

7  may  remember,  Just  over  a  year  ago  the  Ballistic 

8  missile  Defense  Organization  and  the  Air  Force 

9  held  scoping  meetings  here  in  the  Keys  and  in 

10  northern  Florida  on  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 

11  Extended  Test  Range  proposal.  The  purpose  of 

12  those  scoping  meetings  was  to  obtain  your  comments 

13  on  the  environmental  issues  you  believe  they 

14  should  examine  in  the  supplemental  and 

15  environmental  impact  statement. 

16  Those  scoping  comments  from  the  public,  as 

17  well  as  from  the  agencies  were  then  used  in  the 

18  preparation  of  the  Draft  Supplemental 

19  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  which  is  the 

20  subject  of  tonight's  hearing. 

21  Tonight’s  public  hearing  then  has  three 

22  essential  purposes.  The  first  is  to  describe  to 

23  you  the  nature  of  the  program  that  is  being 

24  examined  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

25  The  second  is  to  briefly  describe  the _ 


1  Environmental  Impact  Statement  process  and 

2  findings  in  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 

3  Impact  Statement  or  SEIS  as  it  is  known  by  its 

4  initials.  The  third  and  primary  purpose  is  to 

5  listen  to  your  concerns  and  comments  on  the  Draft 

6  SEIS.  Your  oral  comments  tonight  will  then  be 

7  used  in  the  preparation,  along  with  any  written 

8  comments,  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  SEIS. 

9  I'd  like  to  now  go  over  the  agenda.  From 

10  six  o'clock  to  seven  o'clock  the  Ballistic  Missile 

11  Defense  Organization  and  Air  Force  representatives 

12  were  available  to  answer  questions  about  the 

13  proposed  action  and  the  environmental  impact 

14  assessment  process.  I  know  many  of  you  took 

1 5  advantage  of  that  opportunity. 

16  The  agenda  for  the  hearing  then  is  as 

17  follows:  After  I  finish  my  Introductory  remarks 

18  we  will  have  a  presentation  by  Major  Tom  Kennedy, 

1 9  who  will  provide  a  brief  description  of  the 

20  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range 

21  followed  by  an  overview  of  the  environmental 

22  impacts  that  are  identified  and  assessed  in  the 

23  SEIS.  The  last  item  on  the  agenda,  public 

24  comments,  is  really  the  most  important.  Remember 

25  _ that  the  draft  SEIS  is  that,  a  draft.  This  is 
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1  your  opportunity  to  tell  the  Ballistic  Missile 

2  Defense  Organization  and  the  Air  Force  how  they 

3  could  improve  their  analysis  of  potential 

4  environmental  impacts  before  the  document  is 

5  finalized  and  before  a  decision  is  made  on  whether 

6  or  not  to  proceed  with  the  proposed  action. 

7  A  few  administrative  points  on  making 

8  comments  tonight.  If  you've  already  signed  up  to 

9  speak  and  I  know  many  of  you  have,  that’s  great. 

10  If  not  and  you  would  like  to  speak,  please  go  to 

11  the  registration  table  and  sign  up  on  one  of  the 

12  cards.  Everyone  is  welcome  to  speak.  That  makes 

13  the  process  run  more  smoothly,  if  we  can  call 

14  people  from  a  list.  And  again,  everyone  will  have 

1 5  four  minutes  to  speak. 

1  e  The  Air  Force  tonight  has  a  court  reporter 

17  here  seated  to  my  right.  She  is  here  to  make  a 

1 8  verbatim  transcript  of  this  hearing,  so  that  all 

19  of  your  oral  comments  will  be  recorded  accurately. 

20  Therefore,  it  is  important  that  when  commentors 

21  are  speaking,  that  anyone  in  the  audience  refrain 

22  from  making  any  comments,  so  the  court  reporter 

23  can  hear  and  record  the  speaker's  comments 

24  accurately.  And  as  a  part  of  that  preparing  the 

25  transcript,  an  audio  recording  of  tonight's _ 


1  hearing  will  be  made  as  well.  I  should  probably 

2  also  inform  you,  it's  not  at  our  direction,  but 

3  the  county  here  as  I  understand  also  has  cameras 

4  and  is  videotaping  the  proceedings  so  that  it  can 

5  be  broadcast  at  a  later  time. 

6  As  far  as  written  comments  go,  you  may 

7  wish  to  do  that  and  there  are  actually  four  ways. 

8  If  you  want  to,  you  may  have  brought  written 

9  comments  with  you  tonight,  several  people  have 

10  already  handed  those  in  to  us.  We  are  very  happy 

11  to  take  those.  There  are  also  written  comment 

12  sheets  that  look  like  this.  You  are  welcome  to 

13  fill  those  out  and  hand  those  in  tonight.  They 

14  will  be  part  of  the  record.  You  may  also  mail 

1 5  them  in  to  the  name  and  address  that  appears  on 

16  the  back  of  this  fax  sheet  that  all  of  you  should 

17  have  received  when  you  came  in.  And  the  fourth 

1 8  way  that  you  can  do  it  is  that  you  can  E  mail 

19  written  comments  TMD  at  Eglin  dot  af  dot  mil. 

20  That  address  is  also  on  the  fax  sheet  and 

21  whichever  option  you  choose  for  sending  in  written 

22  comments,  please  be  advised  that  the  deadline  for 

23  receiving  them  is  April  3rd  and  that's  the  closing 

24  date  for  the  comment  period.  And  keep  in  mind 

25  also  that  written  comments  are  given  the  same 
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1  consideration  as  oral  comments  offered  here 

2  tonight. 

3  Last  piece  of  administrative  business.  If 

4  you  want  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final  SEIS  when 

5  it  becomes  available,  there  are  two  ways  to  do 

6  that.  The  first  is  if  you  receive  the  draft,  that 

7  means  you're  already  on  the  list,  you  will 

8  automatically  receive  a  final  unless  you  tell  us 

9  otherwise.  Second  of  all,  if  you  comment  in 

1 0  writing  or  orally  and  provide  us  with  your  name 

1 1  and  address,  commentors  will  receive  a  copy  of  the 

12  final  SEIS.  If  you  don't  meet  either  one  of  those 

13  conditions  and  would  like  to  receive  one,  then 

14  there  is  a  yellow  card  that  was  at  the 

15  registration  table.  Please  fill  that  out  and 

1 6  indicate  you  would  like  to  receive  a  whole 

17  document  or  the  executive  summary. 

18  Finally,  it  is  important  for  you  to 

19  understand  that  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

20  Organization  and  Air  Force  representatives  here 

21  tonight  are  not  here  to  make  any  decisions 

22  tonight.  Their  role  is  to  take  the  results  of  the 

23  public  comment  process,  including  the  comments 

24  received  at  this  hearing  and  make  sure  that  they 

25  are  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  final _ 


1  SEIS.  Their  main  purpose  in  being  here  tonight  is 

2  to  listen  to  your  suggestions  and  concerns 

3  firsthand.  With  that,  we  will  now  begin  with 

4  Major  Kennedy's  presentation. 

5  MAJOR  KENNEDY:  Good  evening.  I'm  Major 

6  Tom  Kennedy.  I  work  for  Colonel  Heal  in  the  46th 

7  test  plant.  We're  representing  Major  General 

8  Michael  Selnick  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  My  job 

9  is  to  determine  if  it's  feasible  to  test  missile 

10  defense  systems  within  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

11  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

12  requires  Federal  decision  makers  consider  the 

1 3  impacts  on  the  environment  along  with  safety, 

14  cost,  schedule  and  technical  requirements.  One  of 

1 5  the  first  steps  in  doing  this  is  the  preparation 

16  of  an  environmental  impact  statement. 

17  The  purpose  of  this  presentation  is  to 

1 8  describe  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 

19  Statement.  For  simplicity  I'll  refer  to  this 

20  document  as  the  SEIS.  First  I'll  describe  the 

21  proposed  action  our  team  evaluated  in  the  SEIS. 

22  Then  I  will  describe  the  findings  in  the  SEIS. 

23  The  proposed  action  is  to  enhance  the 

24  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to  test  theater  missile 

25  defense  systems  against  target  missiles  with 
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1  ranges  up  to  1 1 00  kilometers  or  approximately  685 

2  miles. 

3  There  are  two  primary  organizations 

4  involved  with  the  SEIS.  The  Ballistic  Missile 

5  Defense  Organization  is  a  Department  of  Defense 

6  level  organization  that  was  established  by 

7  Congress.  They  are  responsible  for  developing  and 

8  managing  the  development  and  acquisition  of 

9  missile  defense  systems  for  all  services. 

10  As  such,  they  are  the  proponent  for  this 

11  action.  This  means  the  director  of  the  Ballistic 

12  Missile  Defense  Organization  will  make  the 

1 3  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  select  any  of  the 

14  alternatives  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range.  The 

15  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  asked  the 

16  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  to  lead  the 

17  steps  required  in  developing  test  capabilities 

18  here.  That's  why  we're  writing  the  SEIS  for  them. 

19  This  SEIS  supplements  two  earlier 

20  environmental  impact  statements.  In  1993  the 

21  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  completed 

22  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Programmatic 

23  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  This  is  a  broad 

24  EIS  that  considered  the  general  environmental 

25  impacts  of  developing  theater  missile  defense 


1  systems.  It's  the  baseline  for  location  specific 

2  EIS's. 

3  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test 

4  Range  EIS,  completed  in  1994,  considered  the 

5  impacts  of  theater  missile  defense  testing  at  four 

6  ranges;  White  Sands  Missile  Range  in  New  Mexico, 

7  the  Western  Test  Range  off  of  California,  the 

8  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  and  Kwajalein  Missile  Range 

9  in  the  Western  Pacific.  At  that  time,  White  Sands 

10  and  Kwajalein  were  selected  as  theater  missile 

11  defense  extended  test  ranges.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

1 2  Range  was  not  selected  because  of  the  difficulty 

13  and  cost  of  providing  a  sea  launched  target,  the 

14  only  option  considered  at  that  time.  This  SEIS 

15  supplements  the  1994  extended  Test  Range  EIS. 

16  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Key  West  Naval  Air 

17  Station,  and  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station  regularly 

18  use  vast  amounts  of  airspace  over  the  Eastern  Gulf 

19  of  Mexico.  This  blue  line  defines  the  air  space 

20  that  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  scheduling 

21  responsibility  for.  While  this  is  the  area 

22  scheduled  by  Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West.  There 

23  is  no  other  location  within  the  continental  United 

24  States  which  has  so  much  available  military 

25  airspace  with  low  population  density.  The  large 
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1 


size  of  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  makes  it  ideal 

2  for  performing  tests  that  cover  long  distances, 

3  such  as  theater  missile  defense  testing.  Also, 

4  the  missile  flights  can  be  done  over  the  broad 

5  open  waters  of  the  Gulf  which  greatly  enhances 

6  safety. 

7  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  existing  radar, 

8  optical  and  other  sensor  systems  to  conduct  its 

9  current  missions.  These  types  of  instrumentation 

10  systems  are  expensive  to  develop  from  the  ground 

11  up.  By  enhancing  an  existing  range  like  Eglin's, 

12  we  can  save  millions  in  taxpayer  dollars. 

1 3  To  determine  if  an  interceptor  works,  you 

I  14  have  to  test  it  against  a  target.  Some 

15  interceptors  are  ground  based  and  some  are  sea 

|  16  based.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  would  provide 

1 7  the  flexibility  to  test  either  type  of  system. 

18  I  will  describe  the  preferred  alternatives 

19  first.  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  to  be 

20  enhanced  for  use  as  a  theater  missile  defense  test 

21  and  training  range,  launching  options  for  both 

22  interceptor  missiles  and  target  missiles  would 

23  have  to  be  selected.  Although  no  final  decisions 

24  will  be  made  until  the  Record  of  Decision  is 

25  reached,  the  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile 
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1  Defense  Organization  indicated  last  November  that 

2  these  are  the  alternatives  he  would  prefer  to  use 

3  ove  the  other  alternatives  considered.  After  that 

4  I  will  describe  the  other  alternatives  considered. 

5  These  alternatives  are  shown  in  the  handout  you 

6  should  have  received  when  you  arrived. 

7  Since  the  interceptors  are  the  actual 

8  things  being  tested,  I  will  start  with  them. 

9  Interceptors  will  be  ground  based  here  at  Eglin 

10  Air  Force  Base  properties  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  and 

11  Cape  San  Bias.  Interceptors  will  also  be  ship 

1 2  based  in  the  open  Gulf  within  the  military  air 

13  space. 

1 4  I'll  now  discuss  the  methods  of  delivering 

1 5  target  missiles.  The  primary  proposed  method  of 

16  delivering  target  missiles  is  using  air  drop 

17  system  currently  in  development.  Air  drop  is  a 

18  term  that  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 

19  uses  for  the  short  range  air  launch  target. 

20  Currently  the  only  air  launch  targets  that  are 

21  certified  as  treaty  compliant  have  limited  flights 

22  of  less  than  600  kilometers,  which  is  about  375 

23  miles.  It  would  be  launched  over  the  open  Gulf. 

24  Air  launch  targets  provide  a  lot  of  flexibility 

25  with  their  potential  launch  location  and  distances 
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that  could  be  used.  They  are  also  considering  the 


These  other  alternatives  could  be  selected 


potential  to  launch  target  missiles  from  ground 
launch  locations  from  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape 
San  Bias. 

Finally,  all  of  the  intercepts  would  take 
place  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  ensures  that 
debris  can  be  contained  over  the  water  which  is 
one  of  our  safety  criteria. 

This  is  a  diagram  of  how  the  proposed  air 
drop  target  would  work.  The  missile  is  pulled  out 
of  the  back  of  the  airplane  on  a  sled  by  a 
parachute.  After  it  clears  the  airplane  the 
missile  and  sled  separate.  There  is  another 
parachute  attached  to  the  missile.  After  the 
missile  rights  itself  this  parachute  is  released 
and  the  missile  is  ignited  and  flies  to  its 
prescribed  landing  area. 

Even  though  the  director  of  the  Ballistic 
Missile  Defense  Organization  defines  it  as  an 
alternative,  we  are  required  by  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  to  consider  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  this  preferred 
alternative.  These  are  considered  in  the 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  the 
category  other  alternatives  considered. 


if  there  were  a  great  national  need  for  finding  a 
specific  test  capability.  This  national  need 
deals  with  technical,  environmental,  or  other 
national  policy  considerations.  The  director  of 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  will 
make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  use  these 


other  alternatives. 


Again,  dealing  with  the  interceptor 
alternatives,  we  are  considering  launching 
interceptor  missiles  from  platforms  off  of  the 
coast  of  either  Santa  Rosa  Island  or  Cape  San 
Bias.  These  platforms  would  allow  intercepts 
closer  to  the  launching  point  of  the  interceptor 
missile.  This  would  still  keep  the  missile  and 
intercept  debris  offshore  and  provide  the  required 
safety  margins  for  the  personnel  and  equipment 
directly  involved  in  the  test. 

There  are  treaty  restrictions  against 
launching  ballistic  missiles  from  sea  based 
platforms  that  are  tethered  to  the  sea  floor. 

This  prevents  us  from  considering  launching  target 
missiles  from  a  platform. 

Also  in  the  other  alternatives  to  consider 
category  are  land  launched  targets  from  the 
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that  could  be  used.  They  are  also  considering  the 

2  potential  to  launch  target  missiles  from  ground 

3  launch  locations  from  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape 

4  San  Bias. 

5  Finally,  all  of  the  intercepts  would  take 

6  place  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  ensures  that 

7  debris  can  be  contained  over  the  water  which  is 

8  one  of  our  safety  criteria. 

9  This  is  a  diagram  of  how  the  proposed  air 

10  drop  target  would  work.  The  missile  is  pulled  out 

11  of  the  back  of  the  airplane  on  a  sled  by  a 

12  parachute.  After  it  clears  the  airplane  the 

13  missile  and  sled  separate.  There  is  another 

14  parachute  attached  to  the  missile.  After  the 

15  missile  rights  itself  this  parachute  is  released 

16  and  the  missile  is  ignited  and  flies  to  its 

17  prescribed  landing  area. 

18  Even  though  the  director  of  the  Ballistic 

19  Missile  Defense  Organization  defines  it  as  an 

20  alternative,  we  are  required  by  the  National 

21  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  to  consider  all 

22  reasonable  alternatives  to  this  preferred 

23  alternative.  These  are  considered  in  the 

24  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  the 

25  category  other  alternatives  considered. _ 
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These  other  alternatives  could  be  selected 


2  if  there  were  a  great  national  need  for  finding  a 

3  specific  test  capability.  This  national  need 

4  deals  with  technical,  environmental,  or  other 

5  national  policy  considerations.  The  director  of 

6  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  will 

7  make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  use  these 

8  other  alternatives. 

9  Again,  dealing  with  the  interceptor 

10  alternatives,  we  are  considering  launching 

11  interceptor  missiles  from  platforms  off  of  the 

1 2  coast  of  either  Santa  Rosa  Island  or  Cape  San 

13  Bias.  These  platforms  would  allow  intercepts 

14  closer  to  the  launching  point  of  the  interceptor 

1 5  missile.  This  would  still  keep  the  missile  and 

1 6  intercept  debris  offshore  and  provide  the  required 

17  safety  margins  for  the  personnel  and  equipment 

1 8  directly  involved  in  the  test. 

1  g  There  are  treaty  restrictions  against 

20  launching  ballistic  missiles  from  sea  based 

21  platforms  that  are  tethered  to  the  sea  floor. 

22  This  prevents  us  from  considering  launching  target 

23  missiles  from  a  platform. 

24  Also  in  the  other  alternatives  to  consider 

25  category  are  land  launched  targets  from  the _ 
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1  Florida  Keys.  There  are  two  Keys  under 

2  consideration,  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys, 

3  only  one  location  will  be  chosen  if  this 

4  alternative  were  to  become  necessary. 

5  Although  the  sea  based  target  launch 

6  option  was  the  reason  for  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

7  Range  was  not  selected  in  the  earlier  EIS,  the 

8  Army  is  now  developing  capability  to  launch  target 

9  missiles  from  a  ship.  This  alternative  is  limited 

10  to  less  than  375  miles  just  like  the  current 

11  limits  on  the  air  launched  capability. 

12  The  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile 

13  Defense  Organization  also  has  the  option  of 

14  selecting  the  no  action  alternative.  In  fact  the 

15  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  requires 

16  the  decision  maker  to  consider  the  impacts  should 

17  the  proposed  action  not  take  place.  For  the  Eglin 

18  Gulf  Test  Range,  the  no  action  alternative 

19  describes  the  environmental  impacts  if  the 

20  proposed  action  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

21  Range  for  theater  missile  defense  testing  is  not 

22  implemented. 

23  Our  baseline  was  selected  to  analyze  the 

24  maximum  impacts  possible.  In  developing  the 

25  baseline  for  evaluation  in  the  SEIS,  we  used  the 


1  PATRIOT  as  the  baseline  interceptor.  In  all 

2  cases,  the  analysts  used  the  best  available  data 

3  for  the  analysis. 

4  The  team  used  the  Hera  target  missile  as 

5  the  typical  target  missile.  This  is  because  it's 

6  the  biggest  target  missile  considered.  Although 

7  we  assumed  the  highest  number  of  launches  proposed 

8  at  each  site,  the  actual  number  of  launches  would 

9  be  considerably  less.  The  combined  potential 

10  impacts  from  the  Hera  are  greater  than  those  of 

11  the  proposed  interceptors  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  and 

12  Cape  San  Bias,  where  both  interceptors  and  targets 

1 3  are  proposed,  we  used  the  Hera  as  a  baseline. 

14  These  are  the  14  resource  areas  the  team 

1 5  evaluated  for  each  alternative.  The  potential 

16  impacts  are  outlined  in  your  handout.  Many  of  the 

1 7  potential  impacts  are  similar  at  each  site. 

1 8  First,  I  will  discuss  the  impacts  that  are  common 

19  to  each  site.  Then  I'll  describe  those  that  are 

20  unique  to  each  proposed  location.  However,  before 

21  I  can  discuss  any  potential  impacts,  I  need  to 

22  show  you  the  launch  hazard  areas  that  would  be 

23  established  for  each  alternative  location.  These 

24  launch  hazard  areas  define  the  regions  of 

25  influence  the  team  analyzed  at  each  site. 
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The  purpose  of  the  launch  hazard  area  is 


2  to  ensure  that  nobody  is  inside  the  area  that 

3  could  be  affected  should  the  missile  self-destruct 

4  or  the  range  safety  officer  need  to  terminate  the 

5  missile  flight. 

6  When  the  range  safety  officer  develops  a 

7  launch  hazard  area  he  uses  a  computer  model.  This 

8  model  predicts  where  the  debris  from  an  errant 

9  missile  would  go  should  it  be  destroyed.  He  also 

10  considers  the  effects  of  wind.  Finally,  the  range 

11  safety  officer  determines  if  there  are  protected 

12  areas,  such  as  private  property,  within  the  launch 

13  hazard  area.  If  so,  he  establishes  wind 

14  restrictions  to  prevent  this  debris  from  falling 

I  15  on  these  protected  areas.  This  is  why  the  launch 

16  hazard  areas  are  different  shapes  and  sizes  at 

17  each  location. 

18  Launch  hazard  area  for  the  Hera  target 

1 9  missile  is  6,500  feet  without  any  wind  effects. 

20  Once  the  effects  of  wind  are  considered,  the 

21  launch  hazard  area  is  expanded  to  incorporate  any 

22  additional  safety  area.  Here  at  Santa  Rosa  Island 

23  the  launch  hazard  area  will  extend  from  the  Santa 

24  Rosa  Sound  and  encompass  this  portion  of  the 

25  island.  At  Cape  San  Bias,  the  hazard  area  would 
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go  back  to  St.  Joseph  Bay.  It  extends  over  State 
Road  30E. 


2 

3  At  Cudjoe  Key  it  encompasses  the  northwest 

4  section  of  the  Key.  It's  primarily  over  the 

5  waters  of  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the 

6  Great  White  Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This 

7  extends  out  to  the  airspace  scheduled  by  Naval  Air 

8  Station,  Key  West.  The  launch  hazard  area  crosses 

9  Blimp  Road. 

10  This  is  the  launch  hazard  area  at 

11  Saddlebunch  Keys,  similar  to  that  at  Cudjoe  Key. 

12  It  is  primarily  over  the  waters  of  the  National 

13  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White  Heron 

14  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Since  the  Key  is 

1 5  primarily  military  property  north  of  Highway  One, 

16  the  launch  hazard  area  would  include  that  entire 

17  area. 

18  Now  I’ll  discuss  the  common  potential 

19  impact.  The  first  resource  area  I  will  discuss  is 

20  air  quality.  Air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar 

21  at  all  proposed  locations.  The  primary  emissions 

22  from  a  missile  launch  are  shown  here.  The  primary 

23  emissions  of  concern  are;  aluminum  oxide,  carbon 

24  monoxide,  and  hydrogen  chloride.  All  these 

25  emissions  are  within  the  standards  established  by 
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1  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  and  the 

2  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

3  We  just  discussed  air  quality.  We're  not 

4  proposing  any  additional  airspace  restrictions  so 

5  there  are  no  impacts  for  this  area. 

6  Biological  resources.  The  noise  of  a 

7  launch  could  startle  birds  and  other  wildlife. 

8  However,  experience  at  Cape  Canaveral  shows  that 

9  after  an  initial  flushing,  where  the  birds  fly 

10  around,  they  return  to  their  nests  within  a  few 

11  minutes.  There  are  also  location  specific 

12  biological  resources  potential  impacts  which  I 

13  will  discuss  in  a  few  minutes.  Potential  impacts 

14  to  cultural  resources  are  site  specific. 

15  In  areas  nearest  the  launch  facility,  any 

16  hydrogen  chloride  that  settles  to  the  ground  may 

17  result  in  an  increase  in  surface  soil  acidity. 

18  Increased  in  soil  acidity  would  be  temporary  and 

19  will  be  diluted  and  buffered  by  rainfall. 

20  The  amount  of  aluminum  oxide  settling  on 

21  the  ground  would  not  result  in  a  substantial 

22  change  in  soil  fertility  or  be  in  concentrations 

23  toxic  to  the  growth  of  existing  plants  and 

24  microorganisms. 

25  The  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  produced 


1  by  this  program  consists  primarily  of  solvent 

2  soaked  cleaning  rags.  The  amount  generated  easily 

3  fits  within  the  current  capacity  for  Eglin  Air 

4  Force  Base  and  Naval  Air  Station  in  Key  West. 

5  For  land  and  water  use,  the  launch  hazard 

6  area  would  be  cleared  of  people  and  private 

7  vehicles  for  up  to  four  hours  on  launch  day.  This 

8  would  restrict  access  to  the  land  and  water  areas 

9  within  the  launch  hazard  area.  This  includes  the 

10  waters  offshore  which  would  also  be  cleared  of 

11  boats  for  up  to  four  hours. 

1 2  The  peak  noise  at  the  edge  of  a  launch 

13  hazard  area  is  expected  to  be  98  decibels.  This 

14  is  similar  to  a  jack  hammer.  However,  this  would 

15  only  be  a  momentary  sound.  The  continuous  sound 

16  level  is  predicted  to  be  80  decibels  for  45 

17  seconds.  This  is  similar  to  a  portable  hair  dryer 

18  held  one  foot  away.  Both  of  these  are  from  the 

19  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

20  exposure  limit  of  1 1 5  decibels  for  1 5  minutes.  So 

21  there  would  be  no  health  related  sound  exposures 

22  outside  of  the  launch  hazard  area.  Should 

23  launches  occur  before  7  a.m,,  it  is  anticipated 

24  some  people  may  be  awakened  by  the  launch  noise. 

25  Safety  is  primarily  defined  by  the  launch 
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hazard  areas.  The  policy  of  the  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  is  that  the  general  public 
will  not  have  any  additional  risk  due  to  test 
activities  than  they  would  experience  in  everyday 
life. 

The  potential  impacts  to  socio-economics 
are  similar  to  those  for  land  and  water  use  as  the 
launch  hazard  area  would  also  have  to  be  cleared 
of  commercial  activities.  This  clearance  would 
occur  up  to  four  hours  on  launch  day. 

Each  Hera  target  missile  could  result  in 
over  $100,000  in  personnel  per  diem.  Each 
interceptor  missile  launch  could  result  in  nearly 
$150,000  in  per  diem  expenses.  Potential  impacts 
to  transportation  are  location  specific. 

The  utilities  currently  available  at  each 
location  are  sufficient  to  handle  the  requirements 
of  the  proposed  program.  However,  bottled  water 
and  portable  toilets  may  be  used  to  reduce  any 
impact  on  these  resources. 

Each  of  the  proposed  sites  has 
historically  been  used  for  military  purposes.  The 
visual  aesthetics  of  the  proposed  facilities  will 
be  consistent  with  the  existing  facilities. 

Temporary  small  increases  of  surface  water 
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1  acidity  may  occur.  The  amount  of  time  for  these 

2  to  dilute  depends  on  water  movement  and  activity. 

3  The  amount  of  acid  created  is  not  expected  to  be 

4  harmful  to  wildlife. 

5  I'll  now  discuss  the  potential  impacts  for 

6  each  proposed  site.  On  Santa  Rosa  Island,  these 

7  are  the  potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources. 

8  The  facilities  at  site  A-1 5  are  potentially 

9  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 

10  Historic  Places.  This  is  due  to  the  BOMARC 

11  missile  testing  that  occurred  there  from  1959  to 

12  1985.  These  are  considered  cold  war  era 

13  facilities.  Potential  impact  would  be  the 

14  modification  of  these  facilities  from  their 

1 5  original  intent. 

16  For  transportation,  the  Florida  Department 

17  of  Transportation  estimates  US  98  will  be  over 

18  capacity  by  the  year  2005. 

19  These  are  the  current  average  daily 

20  traffic  counts.  This  is  the  current  capacity  of 

21  US  98.  As  you  can  see,  some  of  the  sections  are 

22  already  over  capacity.  This  is  the  estimated 

23  traffic  in  the  year  2005. 

24  Additional  amounts  of  traffic  due  to 

25  proposed  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this 


1  total.  The  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental 

2  vehicles  used  by  the  engineers  and  technicians 

3  preparing  the  missiles  for  launch.  This  maximum 

4  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple  of  days  before 

5  each  launch. 

6  At  Cape  San  Bias,  the  potential  impacts  to 

7  biological  resources  are  a  line  of  sight  corridor 

8  5500  feet  long  and  40  feet  wide  is  needed  for 

9  range  safety  instrumentation  currently  planned  for 

10  Hera  target  launches.  It  will  pass  within  75  feet 

11  of  a  bald  eagle  nest.  This  violates  the  US  Fish 

12  and  Wildlife  Service  primary  protection  zone  of 

13  450  meters,  which  is  approximately  1475  feet. 

14  Cape  San  Bias  has  the  highest  sea  turtle 

1 5  nesting  density  in  Northwest  Florida, 

16  approximately  15.3  nests  per  mile.  Since  a  lot  of 

1 7  the  launch  preparations  would  occur  during  the 

1 8  night  prior  to  a  launch,  sea  turtles  could  be 

1 9  adversely  affected  during  the  nesting  and  hatching 

20  seasons. 

21  The  launch  facilities  to  support  a  Hera 

22  target  launch  site  would  cause  the  permanent  loss 

23  of  1 .62  acres  of  wetland  habitat  that  is  used  by  a 

24  variety  of  birds. 

25  For  cultural  resources,  Hera  target 


1  missile  launches  could  cause  short  term  noise 

2  levels  of  124  decibels  in  the  area  of  the 

3  lighthouse  and  keeper's  quarters.  These  historic 

4  facilities  are  inside  the  launch  hazard  area. 

5  This  has  potential  to  damage  the  lighthouse  lens 

6  and  the  keeper's  quarters. 

7  Potential  impacts  to  transportation  are, 

8  State  Road  30E  would  have  to  be  closed  on  each 

9  side  of  the  launch  hazard  area  approximately  one 

10  hour  prior  to  the  launch.  This  is  a  standard 

11  practice  that  we  have  used  for  other  missile 

12  launches  from  Cape  San  Bias.  Emergency  vehicles 

13  will  be  allowed  access. 

14  Traffic  would  be  increased  by  40  percent 

1 5  on  State  Road  30E  during  the  last  couple  of  weeks 

16  leading  up  to  a  launch.  This  represents  a  total 

17  of  less  than  2,000  total  vehicles  projected  for 

18  the  year  2005,  which  is  well  within  the  total 

19  capacity  of  State  Road  30E  of  9,200  daily 

20  vehicles. 

21  In  the  Keys,  the  potential  impacts  to 

22  biological  resources  are,  the  proposed  launch  site 

23  on  Saddlebunch  Keys  would  disturb  up  to  2.23  acres 

24  of  wetlands.  There  would  be  no  additional 

25  wetlands  disturbed  at  Cudjoe  Key.  There  Is  the 
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potential  that  vegetation  near  the  launch  site 

2  would  be  singed.  However,  at  the  Hera  launch  from 

3  Fort  Wingate  last  November,  snow  20  feet  from  the 

4  launch  site  was  not  melted. 

5  The  Florida  Game  and  Freshwater  Fish 

6  Commission  performed  a  survey  at  Cudjoe  Key  last 

7  spring  to  try  to  determine  the  silver  rice  rat 

1  8  population.  The  silver  rice  rat  is  on  the  Federal 

9  listing  as  an  endangered  species.  No  silver  rice 

10  rats  were  captured  after  one  week  of  trapping. 

1  1  The  potential  impacts  to  cultural 

12  resources  on  Cudjoe  Key,  the  Cudjoe  Key  aerostat 

13  facilities  are  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on 

i  14  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  These 

15  facilities  may  be  eligible  because  they  are 

|  16  considered  cold  war  era  facilities.  The  potential 

1 7  impact  would  be  the  modification  of  these 

1 8  facilities  from  their  original  intent. 

19  Potential  transportation  impacts  are,  if 

20  the  Cudjoe  Key  alternative  were  to  be  selected, 

21  Blimp  Road  would  be  closed  at  Asturius  Road.  This 

22  would  be  closed  up  to  four  hours  on  launch  day. 

23  It  would  not  restrict  access  to  or  from  Cudjoe 

24  Acres. 

25  The  Florida  Department  of  Transportation 
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estimates  that  Highway  One  will  be  over  capacity 

2  by  the  year  2005.  These  are  current  average  daily 

3  traffic  counts.  This  is  a  current  capacity  of 

4  Highway  One.  This  is  the  estimated  traffic  in  the 

5  year  2005. 

6  The  additional  amount  of  traffic  due  to 

7  proposed  testing  adds  very  little  traffic  to  this 

8  total.  The  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental 

9  vehicles  used  by  the  engineers  and  technicians 

10  preparing  the  missiles  for  launch.  This  maximum 

11  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple  days  for  each 

12  launch. 

1 3  Some  of  the  launches,  all  of  the  missile 

14  flights,  and  the  intercepts  would  occur  over  the 

15  Gulf  of  Mexico.  These  are  some  of  the  potential 

16  impacts  for  the  Gulf:  In  airspace,  the  existing 

17  airspace  warning  areas  would  be  closed  to  aircraft 

18  for  a  period  of  up  to  four  hours.  This  would 

19  result  in  rerouting  commercial  aircraft  around 

20  these  warning  areas,  a  standard  procedure  used 

21  today. 

22  The  biological  resources,  the  effect  of 

23  many  sonic  booms  on  marine  mammals  is  not  very 

24  well  understood.  There  may  be  sonic  booms 

25  penetrating  the  water  surface.  We  are _ 
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investigating  the  impact  to  marine  mammals  with 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

Potential  transportation  impacts,  in 
addition  to  the  airspace,  some  portions  of  the 
shipping  lanes  in  the  Gulf  and  Intracoastal 
waterway  would  be  cleared  for  short  periods. 

The  Federal  agencies  listed  here  have 
reviewed  earlier  drafts  of  the  SEIS.  They  have 
provided  comments  to  us  to  aid  in  our  preparation 
of  the  Draft  SEIS.  This  draft  was  mailed  to  the 
public  in  February.  We  will  continue  to  consult 
with  the  Federal  agencies,  as  well  as  state 
agencies  listed  here.  Should  any  regulatory 
permits  be  required,  these  are  the  agencies  that 
would  issue  those  permits. 

The  next  steps  for  the  SEIS  are  shown 
here.  First  and  most  important,  we  need  your 
comments  on  the  SEIS.  To  ensure  your  comments  are 
incorporated  in  the  final  SEIS,  we  need  to  receive 
them  by  April  3rd.  These  comments  will  be 
addressed  in  the  final  SEIS.  The  final  SEIS 
should  be  completed  sometime  this  fall.  We  are 
hoping  to  complete  it  by  September.  The  director 
of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  will 
make  a  record  of  decision  no  earlier  than  30  days 


after  the  final  SEIS  is  completed. 

That's  all  I  have  tonight.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  and  concern.  It's  an  important 
National  Defense  program. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you  Major  Kennedy. 
We're  going  to  take  about  a  three  minute  break  to 
get  the  podium  ready  to  go,  so  if  you  will  stay 
seated  for  three  minutes,  we  will  be  right  back 
with  you. 

(Brief  interruption.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  We're  going  to  get 
started  now.  I  ask  you  to  take  your  seats, 
please.  We  are  ready  to  start  calling  the  names 
of  those  of  you  who  have  indicated  you  would  like 
to  make  comments  tonight.  I  have  a  list  of  people 
who  signed  up  to  speak.  Currently  there  is  a  list 
of  36  individuals.  What  I'm  going  to  do  is  I  will 
call  the  first  four  or  five  or  six  names  at  a  time 
in  order,  that  way  you  will  have  some  idea  of 
where  you're  going  to  come  up  and  how  soon  you’re 
going  to  come  up.  The  reason  I  do  that  in  is 
order  to  make  the  commenting  move  as  expeditiously 
as  possible.  If  you  would  be  ready  to  come  up 
when  your  name  is  called,  I  would  appreciate  it. 

And  then  that  way  you  can  keep  moving  through  all 
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1 


of  your  comments.  I'll  be  calling  you  in  the 

2  order  in  which  you  have  signed  up  to  speak.  So  if 

3  you're  the  first  one's  here,  you  should  expect  to 

4  be  up  first. 

5  Because  we  want  to  record  your  comments 

6  fully  and  accurately,  we  ask  that  you  please  speak 

7  clearly  in  the  microphone  up  here.  Also,  if  you 

8  would  please  state  your  name  for  the  court 

9  reporter.  If  you  will  notice  the  lovely  podium  we 

10  have  here  in  the  form  of  a  corrugated  box. 

11  Apparently  some  individuals  have  some  comments 

12  they  would  like  to  be  able  to  set  them  down,  so 

|  13  that's  why  that's  there. 

14  Finally,  we  kindly  request  that  you 

1 5  observe  the  four  minute  time  limit  for  all 

1 6  comments.  We  have  used  this  four  minute  limit  at 

1 7  all  of  these  hearings  to  give  everyone  a  fair  and 

18  equal  chance  to  offer  their  comments.  To  aid  you 

1 9  in  knowing  when  your  four  minutes  are  up,  I  have  a 

20  simple  method  for  indicating  times  to  you.  That’s 

21  why  it's  useful  to  look  at  me  or  glance  at  me 

22  every  so  often.  That  is  that  after  three  minutes 

23  are  up,  I  will  put  up  my  index  finger  like  this, 

24  indicating  that  you  have  one  minute  left  and 

25  enabling  you  to  find  a  comfortable  place  to  end 
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your  comments.  When  all  four  minutes  are  up,  I'll 
put  up  my  closed  hand  such  as  this,  indicating 
it's  time  for  you  to  finish  whatever  sentence 
you're  on  and  make  way  for  the  next  speaker.  We 
greatly  appreciate  your  cooperation  of  observing 
this  four  minute  time  limit. 

Also  keep  in  mind  that  oral  comments  are 
only  one  way  to  share  your  thoughts  with  the 
government  on  this,  with  the  Air  Force  and 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization.  You  can 
also  hand  in  written  comments,  mail  them  in  or  E 
mail  them  in  by  April  3rd.  And  again,  those 
comments  will  be  given  the  same  consideration  as 
oral  comments  offered  here  tonight.  With  that, 
the  names  that  I  have,  first  in  order,  are 
Giovanna  Todisco  and  I  apologize  in  advance  for 
mispronouncing  any  of  the  names,  Alberto  Rebasio, 
Christopher  Lehman,  Commissioner  Shirley  Freeman 
and  Gerry  Girard.  And  there  is  a  series  of 
speakers  beginning  with  Shirley  Freeman.  I 
believe  there  are  eight  of  them  in  a  row  who  are 
going  to  be  making  use  of  some  audio  visual  aids 
up  on  these  screens.  So  when  they  get  to  that 
portion,  if  you  want  to  be  looking  up  there,  they 
will  be  talking  to  those  audio  visual  aids  is  my _ 
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1 

understanding.  With  that,  Giovanna  Todisco,  will 

2 

you  please  come  up  to  the  microphone.  And  again, 

3 

if  you  can  be  ready  to  come  up  when  your  name  is 

4 

called  we  can  expedite  this  for  you.  If  you  will 

5 

turn  that  microphone  down,  1  think  you  can  get  it 

6 

pretty  close  to  you.  There  you  go.  That's  good. 

7 

GIOVANNA  TODISCO:  There  are  too  many 

8 

questions.  I'm  sorry  but  I'm  Italian  and  1  hope 

9 

that  you  can  understand  my  English.  1  don't  think 

01 

10 

that  the  area  has  enough  evidence  that  there  is  a 

11 

low  number  of  inhabitants  because  there  are  so 

12 

many  tourists  coming,  so  many.  So  it's  important 

13 

also  to  count  all  these  people  that  come  and  go, 

14 

come  and  go  everyday.  Then  1  think  that  even  if 

15 

it's  in  the  north  Gulf  of  Mexico,  the  location,  1 

16 

mean  all  the  missile  launch  will  affect  a  big 

02 

17 

area.  All  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  water  will 

18 

be  polluted  because  the  water  is  not  very  deep. 

19 

And  1  come  from  Italy  and  1  know  our  sea  there  is 

20 

a  very  close  best  is  affected  from  pollution.  In 

21 

Italy  we  lost  all  our  coral.  In  Naples  we  had 

22 

every  kind  of  coral,  black  coral  that  was 

03 

23 

beautiful  and  now  is  nothing.  Then  the  rain  that 

24 

was  said,  the  rain  that  can  wash  out  all  of  the 

25 

acid  and  aluminum  and  all  the  stuff  that  deposit 

P-T-0003 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

on  the  ground,  that  the  rain  will  be  added  too 

2 

because  of  also  the  air  could  be  polluted.  So 

3 

these  will  effect  everything.  The  rain  that  goes 

4 

on  the  soil  that  contains  some  toxic  materials. 

5 

And  also  what  about  the  edges.  The  edges  in  the 

04 

6 

water  that  these  are  so  shallow  and  the  fish  that 

7 

eat  the  edge.  So  all  the  ecosystem  will  be 

8 

affected.  Then  the  water  is  not  fit  for  some 

05 

9 

people  can  be  a  lot  for  some  others.  So  1  mean 

10 

for  somebody  can  be  very  sensitive  to  this  toxic 

11 

material. 

12 

For  example,  my  husband  had  a  bone  marrow 

13 

transplant  for  leukemia  seven  years  ago  in  Seattle 

14 

and  now  he  is  completely  recovered  thanks  to  this 

15 

place.  Because  after  the  transplant  we  are 

06 

16 

spending  in  this  country  six,  seven,  eight  months 

17 

a  year  and  he  is  fine  because  nothing  can  pollute 

18 

the  cancer.  But  if  this  happens,  we  have  to 

19 

leave,  even  if  we  invested  a  lot  of  money  in  this 

20 

country  because  we  are  going  to  build  a  third 

21 

house  just  in  order  to  have  the  visa  to  stay  in 

22 

this  country  seven,  eight  months. 

07 

23 

This  is  my  personal  question,  but  what 

24 

about  the  little  kids  that  have  the  same  immune 

25 

system  that  my  husband  has  now.  The  little  kids 
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will  be  affected  more  than  others  with  the  immune 
system.  That's  it. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  You  have  one  more  minute. 

GIOVANNA  TODISCO:  One  more.  And  what 
about  the  mammals,  the  dolphins  and  we  have  the 
big  mammals  that  we  have  here  are  dolphin.  Their 
ears  are  very  sensitive.  This  noise  can  effect 
them.  In  fact,  we  find  already  on  Sugarioaf,  we 
found  mammals  there  that  are  on  the  beach  and 
where  we  try  to  help  them  and  to  recover  and  to 
put  in  the  ocean  again.  So  I  think  that  this  will 
effect  the  mammals  that  way.  Thank  you. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you  everyone  for 
holding  your  applause  and  your  expressions  of 
appreciation  for  any  comments  until  the  end.  That 
makes  it  much  easier  for  the  court  reporter  to 
capture  the  comments.  Alberto  Rebasio.  Excuse 
me,  Mr.  Rebasio,  I  need  you  to  come  up  to  the 
microphone  here,  that's  how  we  capture  this.  If 
you  would  state  your  name,  please.  Go  ahead  and 
put  the  microphone  near  you.  State  your  name, 


ALBERTO  REBASIO:  Good  evening.  I  think 
the  same  as  my  wife.  I  don't  speak  really  well 


P-T-0004 


English.  I  have  the  same  idea  that  my  wife. 

Thank  you. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you  very  much. 

That  was  Alberto  Rebasio.  We're  now  ready  for 
Christopher  Lehman. 

CHRISTOPHER  LEHMAN:  Good  evening.  My 
name  is  Christopher  Lehman.  I'm  here  representing 
Monroe  County.  Pleased  to  be  here.  The  Board  of 
County  Commissioners  has  been  very  active  on  this 
issue  since  it  first  rose  in  1995  and  the  county 
has  worked  very  closely  with  the  congressional 
delegation  and  also  with  Colonel  Lehner  and  others 
in  the  Pentagon  over  the  last  two  years. 

The  committee's  position  or  the  County 
Commission's  position  has  been  very  clear  from  the 
beginning  expressed  opposition  to  the  land 
launching  of  missiles  from  the  Keys  derived 
generally  from  deep  concern  from  two  basic  issues. 
The  first,  public  safety,  first  and  foremost. 

Launching  missiles  close  to  population  centers, 
houses,  schools  and  so  on  was  a  matter  of  great 
concern  to  the  county  and  one  which  they  expressed 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  and  to  the  Air  Force 
at  various  junctures.  And  secondly,  the  potential 
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generally  at  a  greater  distance  from  populated 
areas  where  missiles  are  tested. 

In  conclusion  let  me  just  simply  say  that 
I  urge,  on  behalf  of  the  county,  that  you  go  back 
to  the  drawing  board  on  the  public  safety  issues, 
number  one,  and  on  the  environmental  issues, 
number  two,  do  an  honest  assessment  of  these 
issues  and  I'm  confident  that  if  you  do,  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  say  that  to 
testing  here  in  the  Keys  is  a  bad  idea,  was  a  bad 
idea  and  always  will  be  a  bad  idea.  Thank  you. 

(Hand  dapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  The  order  in  which  the 
next  set  of  speakers  has  been  given  to  me, 
Commissioner  Shirley  Freeman,  Gerry  Girard,  and 
again,  sometimes  I  can  read  these,  Elizabeth 
Cofer,  Donald  Lowe,  Dennis  Henize,  Sol  Rosenblatt, 
Wayne  Hoffman  and  Alexender  Hadden.  And  again,  if 
you  would  please  state  your  name  at  the  beginning, 
we  would  appreciate  it. 

COMMISSIONER  FREEMAN:  Good  evening,  I'm 
Shirley  Freeman,  Monroe  County  Commissioner  and 
welcome  to  the  beautiful  new  commission  chambers 
here  at  the  Harvey  Government  Center  at  Historic 
Truman  School.  _ _ _ 


P-T-0006 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you  for  having  us. 

2 

They  are  very  nice. 

3 

COMMISSIONER  FREEMAN:  Two  years  ago,  as 

01 

4 

Chris  Lehman  reported  to  you,  1,  as  mayor,  on 

5 

behalf  of  the  County  Commission,  wrote  to  the 

6 

Secretary  of  Defense  asking  him  that  the  land 

7 

launch  option  be  rejected  and  to  consider  the  air 

02 

8 

launch  targets.  Today  the  air  launch  is  the 

9 

preferred  option  and  we  are  relieved  and  grateful. 

10 

However,  we  have  to  finish  off  the  SEIS  and  to 

03 

11 

assist  me  in  analyzing  this  document,  I've  been 

12 

fortunate  enough  to  call  on  a  team  of  scientists 

13 

and  others  here  in  the  Florida  Keys  who  are 

14 

residents,  who  have  volunteered  their  time  and 

15 

expertise  to  examine  this  draft  SEIS  with  a  fine 

16 

tooth  comb.  Their  findings  of  this  document  are 

17 

it  has  many  fine  attributes,  however,  it's 

18 

woefully  lacking  in  evidence  which  leads  to  some 

19 

very  strange  conclusions. 

20 

It  falls  short  in  consideration  of  the 

04 

21 

possible  toxic  damage  from  chemical  discharge  and 

22 

physical  fallout  that  would  affect  the  health  and 

23 

safety  of  our  citizens,  our  sensitive  environment 

24 

which  included  a  national  marine  sanctuary,  and 

05 

1  25 

our  unique  tropical  atmosphere.  - 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


I  will  now  introduce  the  team  and  I  want 
you  guys  to  stand  up  and  face  the  back  and  wave 
when  I  call  your  names  so  we  know  who  you  are  and 
CU  give  your  credentials.  First  is  Gerry 
Girard.  Mr.  Girard  is  a  retired  airline  captain 
of  37  years  service.  He  is  a  member  of  the  board 
of  telecommunications  company,  and  is  an  avid 
outdoorsman. 

Elizabeth  Cofer  is  a  Duke  University 
graduate  with  a  BA  in  zoology  and  a  MA  degree  in 
education  and  has  enjoyed  a  20  year  career  as  a 
chemistry  teacher.  She  will  speak  on  traffic  and 
transportation.  I  forgot  to  say  Gerry  Girard  will 

give  general  comments. 

Donald  Lowe  will  speak  on  noise  and  visual 
aesthetics.  Mr.  Lowe  has  a  MA  degree  in  physics. 

He  was  a  research  manager  for  Bendix  Aerospace 
Systems  Division.  He  directed  programs  related  to 
ballistic  missile  launch  and  re-entry  measurements 
and  served  as  US  Naval  Ordinance  Representative  to 

the  United  Kingdom. 

Dennis  Henize  is  a  meteorologist  and 
served  in  the  US  Air  Force  as  a  weather  observer 
and  spent  20  years  as  a  National  Weather  Service 
meteorologist.  He  was  awarded  the  NOAA  Unit - 
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22 

23 

24 

25 


Citation  for  performance  during  hurricane  Andrew. 
Dennis  will  speak  on  the  launch  hazard  area. 

Sol  Rosenblatt  is  a  chemist  with  degrees 
in  both  chemistry  and  chemical  engineering.  He 
has  worked  on  the  rocket  development  programs  and 
advanced  aircraft  power  systems  for  organizations 
such  as  Pratt  &  Whitney  and  NASA.  He  will  speak 
on  the  nature  and  distribution  of  toxic  emissions. 

Wayne  Hoffman  has  a  master's  degree  in 
zoology  and  Ph.D  in  biology  from  the  University  of 
South  Florida  and  is  a  research  scientist  for  the 
National  Audubon  Society.  Specializes  in  the 
ecology  of  the  Everglades  and  the  Florida  Keys. 

Alexander  Hadden  is  a  retired  attorney  and 
Yale  graduate  and  he  is  part  of  the  task  force 
because  of  his  concern  for  the  fragile  Keys 
environment  and  its  long  term  survival. 

Richard  Moody  will  not  talk  but  he 
prepared  the  graphics  and  he  also  prepared 
graphics  for  Congress  and  many  other  areas.  And 
Gordon  West  was  the  coordinator  for  the  state. 
And  they  will  now  make  their  presentations. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  I  probably  don't  need  to 
call  you  because  you  probably  rehearsed  this,  but 
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There  are  a  host  of  endangered  marine  life 
attempting  to  make  a  comeback,  existing  in  our 
near  shore  waters  and  around  the  coral  reef.  On 
the  land  surrounding  the  proposed  site,  the 
endangered  silver  rice  rats  habitat  extends  from 
Cudjoe  to  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  and  nowhere  else. 

The  endangered  Florida  marsh  bunnies  habitat 
extends  from  Big  Torch  to  Saddlebunch  and  is  the 
rarest  mammal  in  the  Keys. 

The  last  remaining  stands  of  tropical 
hardwood  hammocks  are  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Sugarloaf 
Key.  Pine  rockland  is  unique  in  the  world,  a 
globally  endangered  ecosystem  lying  alongside  the 
launch  hazard  area  boundary  on  Sugarloaf  Key. 

Wetlands  surround  both  proposed  sites  so 
that  any  mishap  will  spill  directly  into  the 
marine  environment  affecting  fish,  invertebrates, 
and  defoliating  the  native  flora. 

In  recent  letters  to  Congressman  Deutsch, 
General  Lyles,  director  of  BMDO,  state  that  the 
land  launch  alternative  from  the  Florida  Keys  is 
unlikely  to  be  approved  in  this  final  decision. 

Admiral  West,  deputy  director  of  BMDO  listed 
launches  from  this  area  as  other  alternatives 
being  analyzed.  _ _ _ 
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COMMENT 

10 

1 

We  believe  that  the  launching  of  missiles 

2 

in  the  Florida  Keys  should  not  be  an  alternative 

3 

and  suggest  you  amend  the  draft  to  state  exactly 

4 

that. 

5 

(Hand  clapping.) 

P-T-0008 

6 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Elizabeth  Cofer. 

11 

7 

ELIZABETH  COFER:  1  and  my  friends  are 

01 

8 

pleased  that  the  land  missile  launch  from  the 

9 

Florida  Keys  is  no  longer  a  preferred  option. 

12 

10 

However,  a  draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 

11 

Statement,  which  1  will  refer  to  as  EIS  from  here 

12 

on,  has  been  prepared  and  public  hearings  are 

13 

being  held.  It  appears  to  us  and  others  that  the 

14 

door  has  been  left  open  a  bit  at  the  present  time 

13 

15 

and  possibly  more  open  as  to  the  future. 

16 

1  think  the  Keys  will  become  much  less 

02 

17 

desirable  as  a  launch  site  in  the  future  as  our 

18 

traffic  and  environmental  problems  are  getting 

14 

19 

worse  rather  than  better.  We  are  already 

20 

designated  by  the  state  of  Florida  as  an  area  of 

21 

critical  concern.  We  are  in  a  marine  sanctuary 

22 

and  a  Great  White  Heron  Wildlife  Refuge.  The 

23 

current  EIS  falls  short  of  answering  questions  we 

24 

have  regarding  these  sensitive  areas,  as  well  as 

other  concerns. 
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1 

Very  little  information  was  given  and 

03 

1 

be  able  to  be  evacuated  without  delay?  Is  there 

07 

2 

little  attention  paid,  or  so  it  appears,  to  the 

2 

danger  of  a  fire  or  explosion  while  the  missile  is 

3 

transportation  of  the  missile  from  Florida  City  to 

3 

in  transit  in  the  event  of  a  collision  with 

4 

the  proposed  launch  site.  US  1  is  referred  to  as 

4 

another  vehicle?  If  yes,  could  this  damage  a 

08 

5 

the  principal  artery  into  the  Keys,  when  it  is  the 

5 

bridge?  Our  bridges  are  our  life  line,  among 

6 

only  artery.  The  word  artery  might  well  be 

6 

other  things  carrying  our  only  fresh  water  to  us. 

7 

replaced  by  path  as  sometimes  traffic  is  so  heavy 

7 

All  our  utilities  are  vulnerable  in  this  scenario, 

8 

that  it  is  stopped  or  moves  at  a  crawl.  We  fear 

04 

8 

as  well  as  our  food  supply.  The  EIS  has  a 

9 

that  vital  travel  would  be  delayed  by  the  missile 

9 

description  of  a  fire  fighting  plan,  but  it 

10 

convoy,  traffic  such  as  fire  fighting  equipment; 

10 

appears  to  be  one  for  Eglin  Air  Force  Base. 

11 

emergency  medical  vehicles;  police  response  and 

11 

Another  concern  is  absence  of  a  current 

09 

12 

necessary  medical  travel.  Our  services  available 

12 

traffic  survey  or  study.  Extrapolations  are  made 

13 

to  deal  with  these  emergencies  and  others  are  very 

13 

from  older  studies  that  may  well  be  extrapolations 

14 

limited.  There  are  two  hospitals  along  this 

14 

themselves.  For  example,  the  EIS  predicts  that 

10 

15 

approximately  90  mile  route  and  all  the  fire 

15 

the  traffic  will  be  up  18  percent  on  Cudjoe  in 

16 

departments  are  volunteer  in  nature  and  we  think 

16 

2005,  down  9  percent  on  Summerland,  and  down  11 

17 

this  is  a  vital  concern.  The  EIS  states  that 

05 

17 

percent  on  Big  Pine.  Essentially  the  same  traffic 

18 

emergency  vehicles  will  be  let  through.  The 

18 

is  on  this  entire  stretch.  And  if  the  traffic 

11 

19 

question  then  becomes  how  and  where?  The  road  has 

19 

ever  goes  down  on  Big  Pine,  it  will  be  amazing  as 

20 

25  miles  of  four  lane  roads  and  95  miles  of  two 

20 

well  as  a  miracle.  Our  traffic  is  very  heavy  now 

21 

lane  roads.  There  are  about  39  bridges  as  well 

21 

and  getting  worse  every  year.  Over  half  our 

22 

which  will  slow  the  passing  and  maybe  prevent  the 

22 

population  excluding  Key  West  centers  on  US  1  and 

23 

passing  of  emergency  vehicles.  Has  consideration 

06 

23 

it  is  our  only  way  out. 

24 

been  given  to  the  special  problems  that  might 

24 

One  last  sentence.  It  seemed  obvious  to 

12 

25 

occur  during  the  hurricane  season?  Will  the  Keys 

_ 

25 

me  that  the  EIS  is  seriously  flawed,  inadequate 
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and  incomplete.  Thank  you. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Donald  Lowe. 

DONALD  LOWE:  Thank  you.  I'm  Donald  Lowe 
and  I  will  speak  tonight  only  on  two  issues, 
aesthetics  and  noise.  For  the  sake  of  brevity, 

I'll  be  discussing  the  Cudjoe  site,  but  it's 
equally  valid  for  the  Saddlebunch  site. 

Most  of  the  views  around  the  proposed 
launch  sites  are  judged  in  the  study  to  have 
minimal  scenic  attractiveness.  What  can  I  say 
except  that  beauty  is  in  the  eyes  of  the  beholder. 

I  for  one  love  these  low  lying  mangrove  islands 
set  in  pristine  sparkling  water.  That  is  why  most 
of  us  live  down  here  at  the  end  of  the  earth.  The 
report  further  concludes  that  the  40  foot  tall,  90 
foot  long  assembly  building  will  only  slightly 
alter  the  scenic  integrity  of  the  area.  Such  a 
building  will  be  very  dominant  here  in  the  Keys 
where  buildings  are  restricted  by  code  to  a  height 
of  35  feet. 

As  to  human  reaction  to  noise,  the  study 
averages  the  day  night  background  noise  level  over 
a  year  period.  The  color  figure  and  I'm  afraid 
you  won't  see  it  in  color  with  this  television  _ 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


system,  is  derived  basically  --  it's  derived  from 
land  use  classification  and  noises  associated  with 
land  use.  The  areas  that  are  residential  which 
are  very  yellow  in  here,  the  noise  level 
throughout  the  whole  year  is  about  equivalent  to 
what  you  would  experience  in  conversation.  Now 
then  when  we  add  the  Hera  launches  it  surprisingly 
doesn't  change  the  noise  level  in  the  residential 
areas.  Why?  Because  you  average  about  a  60 
second  impulse  over  an  entire  year.  This  reduces 
the  level  a  factor  of  over  500,000.  Now,  this 
methodology  is  clearly  not  satisfactory  because  I 
can  have  a  dynamite  blast  go  off  and  blow  my  ear 
drums  out.  Since  it  only  lasted  a  second,  you 
average  it  over  a  year,  it  won't  even  phase  the 
residential  noise.  Actually,  noise  measurements 
of  a  Hera  launch  are  more  helpful  toward 
understanding  launch  noise. 

And  the  next  slide  you  will  see  that  we 
have  the  rookeries  identified  in  color  there  and 
the  radius  in  the  db  and  basically  a  five  mile 
radius  which  includes  Summerland  and  most  of 
Sugarloaf.  The  noise  level  is  reported  and  this 
is  right  out  of  your  document  as  being  95,3db. 
This  is  equivalent  to  the  sound  of  a  full  speed 
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1 

freight  train  at  30  feet.  Who  could  sleep  through 

06(cont) 

2 

that  and  once  awakened  would  not  listen  intensely 

3 

to  determine  whether  or  not  one  should  dive  for 

4 

cover. 

07 

5 

No  studies  were  cited  as  to  the  possible 

6 

psychological  scarring  of  the  residents  by  this 

7 

type  of  disturbance.  Regarding  wildlife,  however, 

08 

8 

it  is  noted  that  at  least  one  rookery  will 

9 

experience  121  db  of  noise,  which  is  the  threshold 

10 

of  pain  in  humans.  The  study  reports  that  birds 

11 

will  leave  their  nests  but  will  return.  The  study 

12 

concludes  that  there  will  be  no  long  term  effects. 

13 

Where  is  the  scientific  evidence? 

14 

1  beg  you  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to 

09 

15 

correct  what  1  perceive  to  be  misleading 

16 

conclusions  in  the  draft  SEIS.  The  launch  noise 

17 

will  disturb  both  humans  and  wildlife,  and  the 

18 

exact  degree  will  not  be  known  without  an 

19 

extensive  scientific  investigation.  The  scenic 

10 

20 

quality  and  character  of  the  site  will 

21 

dramatically  change  with  the  launch  operations. 

11 

22 

The  impacting  costs  on  residents,  tourism,  and 

23 

overall  quality  of  life  have  not  been 

24 

quantitatively  analyzed  to  determine  the  true  cost 

25 

of  launching  missiles  from  the  Keys.  The  decision 

12 

P-T-0010 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

to  launch  ballistic  missiles  near  populated  areas 

2 

in  a  sanctuary  is  far  too  important  to  be  based  on 

3 

trust  me  judgments.  It  should  be  based  on  hard, 

4 

quantitative,  scientific  evidence  which  this  study 

5 

sorely  lacks. 

6 

(Hand  clapping.) 

7 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Mr.  Lowe,  1  just  have  a 

8 

question,  are  you  planning  on  providing  a  copy  of 

9 

these  visual  aids  to  put  into  the  record? 

10 

DONALD  LOWE:  1  have  copies. 

11 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Appreciate  it  very  much. 

12 

Dennis  Henize. 

13 

DENNIS  HENIZE:  Dennis  Henize.  I'm  going 

01 

14 

to  speak  to  the  launch  hazard  area.  For  neighbors 

15 

within  a  few  miles  of  the  proposed  launch  sites, 

16 

safety  is  the  most  crucial  issue.  The  original 

17 

theater  missile  defense  EIS  cites  a  nominal  launch 

18 

hazard  area  of  4.5  miles  for  the  Hera  missile. 

19 

When  the  Keys  were  first  looked  at  as  a  launch 

20 

site,  the  Hera  LHA  shrunk  to  9,000  feet,  the 

21 

distance  to  US  1.  That's  when  BMDO  thought  that 

22 

nobody  lived  north  of  US  1  on  Cudjoe  Key.  When 

23 

that  area  was  pointed  out,  the  LHA  further  shrunk 

24 

to  6,500  feet,  less  than  1.25  mile  and  a  quarter. 

25 

1  think  1  see  a  pattern  emerge. 
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1  The  red  shaded  area  on  the  bottom  of  the 

02 

1  such  failure  is  presented  in  a  report  published 

2  LHA  is  the  area  carved  out  of  the  LHA  because  my 

2  last  week  by  David  Wright,  a  physicist  with  MIT 

3  wife  and  1  and  22  other  families  were  found  to  be 

3  and  the  Union  of  Concerned  Scientists.  It  was 

4  living  there. 

4  recorded  in  Reuter's  News  Service  yesterday. 

5  Shrinking  the  LHA  is  rationalized  by  a 

03 

5  Doctor  Wright's  report  analyzes  the  6500  foot 

6  promise  to  blow  up  an  errant  missile  sooner  if  it 

6  launch  hazard  area  proposed  for  Cudjoe  Key.  The 

7  head  toward  us  than  if  it  goes  off  course  in  some 

7  same  study  would  also  apply  to  the  Saddlebunch 

8  other  direction.  There  are  many  problems  with 

8  site.  It  describes  a  failure  mode  in  which  debris 

9  that,  and  it  is  no  comfort.  For  one  thing,  it 

9  from  a  flight  terminated  due  to  a  particular 

1 0  only  means  a  higher  probability  that  a  missile 

10  directional  control  failure  a  few  seconds  after 

11  will  have  to  be  destroyed  after  launch,  and  for 

11  launch  could  cause  debris  to  land  outside  of  the 

1 2  every  such  failed  launch,  there  would  have  to  be 

12  LHA  more  than  two  miles  from  the  launch  site. 

1 3  another  one.  Building  a  higher  probability  of 

13  Quoting  the  reports  conclusion,  "This 

14  failure  into  an  inherently  dangerous  activity, 

14  analysis  concludes  that  an  LHA  of  1 .5  miles  is  not 

15  simply  because  the  site  is  too  close  to  human 

15  justified  on  technical  grounds.  There  appear  to 

16  population,  shows  astoundingly  poor  planning. 

04 

16  be  possible  malfunctions  of  the  Hera  missile  that 

1 7  The  6500  foot  launch  hazard  area  is  far 

17  could  result  in  debris  outside  of  the  1.5  mile  LHA 

1 8  from  being  prudent  and  conservative,  and  it  does 

1 8  even  if  the  flight  is  terminated  very  early. 

19  not  consider  any  of  several  worst  case  mishaps. 

19  While  the  probability  of  such  a  malfunction  is  not 

20  It  takes  into  account  the  debris  dispersal  for  an 

20  known,  similar  events  have  occurred  in  the  recent 

21  exploding  Hera  on  or  directly  above  the  launch 

21  past.  These  results  therefore  mean  that  the 

22  pad,  but  not  any  of  several  plausible  failure 

22  official  launch  hazard  area  determined  by  the  BMDO 

23  modes  in  which  the  missile  moves  some  distance  in 

23  for  the  proposed  Cudjoe  Key  site  is  too  small." 

24  the  wrong  direction  and  then  explodes. 

24  The  launch  hazard  area  is  inadequate  in 

25  A  type  of  mishap  representing  just  one 

05 

25  other  respects  as  well.  Patterns  of  falling 
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06 
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1 

debris  from  an  accident  should  not  be  the  only 

06(cont) 

2 

criteria.  Noise  and  shock  waves  from  potential 

3 

explosions,  as  well  as  chemical  clouds  from 

4 

potential  accidents  must  be  considered. 

5 

Your  EIS  acknowledges  that  explosions 

07 

6 

could  result  in  compression  waves  of  two  pounds 

7 

per  square  foot  overpressure,  strong  enough  to 

8 

cause  minor  structure  damage  as  far  away  as  1.9 

9 

miles.  There  are  at  least  23  homes  that  close. 

10 

The  launch  hazard  area  is  not  big  enough. 

11 

With  respect  to  the  chemical  cloud  from  a 

08 

12 

combustion  accident,  both  of  the  dispersion  models 

13 

used  in  the  EIS's  air  quality  sections  show  that 

14 

the  highest  concentrations  of  hydrogen  chloride 

15 

are  outside  the  launch  hazard  area.  Hydrogen 

16 

chloride  from  an  accident  burning  up  the  missile 

17 

is  a  launch  hazard,  why  is  it  not  considered  in 

18 

determining  the  area.  The  launch  hazard  area  is 

19 

not  big  enough.  There  simply  is  not  enough 

20 

wide-open  space  anywhere  in  the  Keys  for  a  launch 

21 

hazard  area  that  takes  into  account  the  very 

22 

launch  hazards  that  are  acknowledged  in  your  EIS. 

23 

Thank  you. 

24 

(Hand  clapping.) 

25 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Sol  Rosenblatt. 

1  SOL  ROSENBLATT:  Thanks  for  giving  me  the 

2  opportunity  to  present  some  solid  rocket  emission 

3  observations  made  during  my  three  and  a  half  years 

4  as  a  solid  rocket  development  chemist  for  the 

5  Polaris  Missile  Program. 

6  MR.  MICHAELSON:  State  your  name,  please. 

7  SOL  ROSENBLATT:  Sol  Rosenblatt.  For  Hera 

8  1 .5  tons  of  HCI  gas  emitted  per  launch.  This  gas 

9  combines  in  a  humid  or  excess  water  environment 

1 0  with  three  tons  of  water,  which  brings  down  the 

11  HCI  in  the  form  of  four  and  a  half  tons  of  HCI 

12  acid  rain.  A  few  drops  of  this  acid  will  reduce 

1 3  the  PH  of  a  gallon  of  water  to  below  seven 

14  instantaneously.  Which  author  of  this 

1 5  environmental  impact  statement  considers  himself 

16  or  herself  versed  well  enough  in  the  chemical 

1 7  balance  of  our  back  waters,  that  he  or  she  is 

1 8  willing  to  gamble  that  introducing  four  and  a  half 

1 9  tons  of  HCI  acid  into  this  shallow  environment, 

20  for  each  launch,  will  not  cause  a  deleterious 

21  chain  reaction?  This  fragile  environment  where  we 

22  are  still  are  trying  to  leam  the  reason  for  our 

23  reefs  mysterious  dying  off  at  the  rate  of  between 

24  four  and  ten  percent  per  year. 

25  The  claim  is  made  that  only  20  percent  of 
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1  the  HCI  in  the  presence  of  water  combines  to  form 

2  hydrochloric  acids.  What  happens  to  the  80 

3  percent  balance?  Could  it  be  that  only  20  percent 

4  was  detected  because  there  was  an  assumption  that 

5  the  water  produced  by  the  combustion  was  the 

6  limiting  water  available  for  combining  with  the 

7  HCI.  That  at  the  temperature  of  the  exhaust,  only 

8  a  certain  amount  of  water  was  available.  That  the 

9  low  desert  humidity  at  Fort  Wingate,  New  Mexico 

10  limited  the  water  available,  and  altered  readings. 

1 1  The  fact  is  that  in  the  presence  of  excess  water 

12  or  high  humidity  at  standard  temperatures  and 

1 3  pressures,  all  the  HCI  gas  combines  with  water. 

14  The  claim  that  HCI  and/or  hydrochloric 

15  acid  clouds  easily  mix  with  the  air  and  disperse. 

16  Warm  updrafts  are  produced  by  the  exothermic 

17  reaction  of  gaseous  HCI  and  moist  air,  plus  the 

18  updraft  caused  by  the  combustion  of  the 

19  propellant.  Both  will  cause  the  exhaust  trail  to 

20  rise  and  form  an  HCI  containing  cloud  in  a  humid 

21  environment  of  slow  moving  air.  In  addition, 

22  there  will  be  an  updraft  due  to  the  heat  of 

23  condensation,  as  HCI  acid  vapor  condenses  Into 

24  larger  droplets  giving  up  its  heat  of 

25  vaporization,  adding  to  the  updraft,  until  the _ 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 


05 


06 


07 


1  hydrochloric  acid  droplets  sufficiently  cool  to 

2  coalesce  to  a  weight  where  they  fall  as 

3  hydrochloric  acid  rain.  This  cloud,  also 

4  containing  very  fine  aluminum  oxide  particles 

5  sticks  around,  like  a  smoke  cloud  does  after  a 

6  fireworks  display,  and  moves  as  a  unit,  without 

7  easily  dispersing. 

8  Since  most  of  the  rocket  fuel  is  burned  at 

9  the  beginning  of  a  launch,  and  the  rockets 

10  acceleration  is  slowest  at  the  beginning,  we  can 

11  expect  most  of  the  HCI  content  of  the  propellants 

1 2  exhaust  gases  to  fall  closer  to  the  launch  site, 

1 3  rather  than  average  along  its  path  of  trajectory. 

14  Unburned  propellant.  The  toxicological 

1 5  effect  of  unburned  solid  rocket  propellant  must  be 

16  addressed,  if  the  rocket  chamber  accidentally  or 

17  is  purposefully  destroyed,  allowing  unburned 

18  propellant  and  engine  fragments  to  enter  into  our 

19  surrounding  shallow  waters.  A  documented  event 

20  describing  such  an  occurrence  was  the  failure  of 

21  Oriana  5  launched  by  the  European  satellite 

22  consortium  in  French  Guyana.  The  slow  moving 

23  saltwater  lagoon  surrounding  these  islands  is  not 

24  too  unlike  our  shallow  saltwater  surrounding 

25  islands.  It  was  reported  by  observers  in  the 
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1 

launch  area,  that  the  launch  hazard  area  was 

1 

launches  from  the  Keys  are  not  currently  the 

2 

toxicologically  damaged,  as  indicated  by  a  change 

2 

preferred  alternative.  I'm  happy  about  this,  but 

3 

in  the  water  color,  absence  of  fish,  and  loss  of 

3 

still,  1  find  the  documentation  of  the  risk  of 

4 

plant  life. 

4 

this  alternative,  preferred  or  not,  to  our 

5 

Solid  rocket  propellant  is  more  than  80 

11 

5 

environment  to  be  woefully  inadequate.  1  believe 

6 

percent  ammonium  perchlorate,  a  very  powerful 

6 

it  is  important  that  the  final  EIS  either  rule  out 

7 

oxidizer,  bound  in  a  contiguous  coating  of  a 

7 

this  alternative  completely,  or  else  provide 

8 

polymeric  binder.  This  is  not  a  continuous 

8 

accurate  and  comprehensive  information  on  its 

9 

encapsulating  coating  as  the  report  implies,  but  a 

9 

effects  on  our  environment. 

10 

contiguous  coating,  which  means  lots  of  gaps 

10 

1  will  confine  my  remarks  today  to  the 

02 

11 

surrounding  the  oxidizer. 

11 

potential  effects  of  proposed  missile  launches  on 

12 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Sol,  if  you  looked,  1  had 

12 

the  natural  biota  of  the  Keys.  My  general  message 

13 

my  one  minute  finger  indicator  up  for  about  a 

13 

is  the  draft  EIS  consistently  underestimates  the 

14 

minute.  Sol,  your  time  is  up  now. 

14 

damage  to  the  wildlife  and  plants  of  the  Keys 

15 

(Hand  clapping.) 

15 

likely  to  result  from  this  proposed  project.  And 

16 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Mr.  Rosenblatt,  any 

16 

1  have  a  series  of  specifics.  First,  on  page 

03 

17 

remarks  you  had  that  you  weren't  able  to  finish, 

17 

3-260  tables  3. 2. 3-1, 3.2. 3-2  are  so  inadequate 

18 

please  hand  those  in  and  they  will  be  entered  into 

P-T-0012 

18 

that  their  inclusion  in  the  document  is  puzzling. 

19 

the  record.  Thank  you.  Wayne  Hoffman. 

19 

In  the  text  they  are  referred  to,  and  1  quote 

20 

WAYNE  HOFFMAN:  Thank  you.  Thank  you. 

01 

20 

"Other  fish  present  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  are 

21 

I'm  Wayne  Hoffman,  research  scientist  with  the 

21 

listed  in  the  tables  as  listed.”  These  tables 

22 

National  Audubon  Society,  based  in  Tavernier. 

22 

list  ten  species  and  nine  species  of  fish  species, 

23 

I've  been  a  resident  of  the  Florida  Keys  for  over 

23 

respectively.  In  fact,  the  northern  Gulf  of 

24 

11  years,  and  have  undertaken  a  variety  of  studies 

24 

Mexico  has  over  400  resident  fish  species,  and  we 

25 

of  Keys  animals  and  plants.  1  understand  that 

25 

have  numerous  additional  one's  here  in  the  Keys 
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1 

that  don't  occur  in  the  northern  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

1 

of  Florida  has  added  numerous  Keys  species  to  its 

2 

So  1  don't  really  understand  the  point  in  putting 

2 

endangered  and  threatened  plant  species  list.  It 

3 

tables  of  listing  ten  and  nine  species  in  there. 

3 

appears  these  new  listing  were  not  considered  in 

4 

Number  two.  On  pages  372  and  373,  the 

04 

4 

developing  the  table  which  is  3. 3. 3-1  on  page 

5 

description  of  the  vegetation  of  the  Cudjoe  region 

5 

3-375. 

6 

of  influence  is  inadequate.  In  particular,  the 

6 

Five.  The  birds  listed  in  the  text  on 

7 

statements  about  the  pinelands  fail  to  recognize 

7 

pages  3-373  and  3-375  are  grossly  inadequate  in 

8 

that  these  tropical  pinelands  are  significant 

8 

describing  the  importance  of  the  region  of 

9 

threatened  habitats,  very  different  from  the 

9 

influence  to  migratory  birds  and  wildlife.  This 

10 

pinelands  that  dominate  much  of  the  temperate 

10 

is  for  Cudjoe.  Numerous  additional  species  use 

11 

southeast.  About  the  only  thing  these  pinelands 

11 

the  area.  In  fact,  the  small  keys  just  north  of 

12 

have  in  common  with  the  pinelands  on  Eglin  Air 

12 

the  Aerostat  base,  within  about  one  kilometer  of 

13 

Force  Base  is  the  presence  of  a  pine  dominated 

13 

ground  zero,  host  an  important  nesting 

14 

canopy.  1  find  it  puzzling  that  palms  are  not 

14 

concentration  of  Reddish  Egrets,  as  well  as  Great 

15 

mentioned  as  understory  components,  and  the  nature 

15 

White  Herons  and  several  other  waterbird  species. 

16 

of  the  herbaceous  understory  is  not  even  hinted 

16 

Whitecrowned  pigeon  also  nests  commonly  in  the 

17 

at. 

17 

region  of  influence  including  areas  quite  close  to 

18 

Three.  Several  of  the  sites  proposed  for 

05 

18 

the  proposed  launch  sites. 

19 

facilities  are  described  as  "already  disturbed" 

19 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  You  have  20  seconds. 

20 

with  no  further  description  of  their  vegetation. 

20 

WAYNE  HOFFMAN:  1  will  then  skip  to  a 

21 

This  dismissal  ignores  the  fact  that  several  of 

21 

final  comment  that  in  addition  to  these  problems 

22 

the  endangered  plants  of  the  Keys  are  inhabitants 

22 

that  I'm  -  or  inadequacies  1  will  send  to  you,  a 

23 

of  open  sites,  including  fire  maintained  habitats, 

23 

different  sort  of  subject  is  that  the  described 

24 

salt  barren  habitats,  and  disturbed  sites. 

24 

effects  on  biota  deal  almost  exclusively  with 

25 

Four.  Over  the  last  two  years  the  state 

06 

_ 

25 

normal  launch  activity.  We  also  need  an  analysis 

P-T-0012 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


07 
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1  of  the  effects  of  any  and  all  possible  accidents. 

2  (Hand  clapping.) 

3  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Alexander  Hadden. 

4  ALEXANDER  HADDEN:  My  name  is  Alexander 

5  Hadden.  I'm  a  retired  attorney.  My  comments  this 

6  evening  are  intended  as  a  summary  of  the  views 

7  presented  by  this  task  force.  The  focus  of  the 

8  task  force  has  been  to  assess  how  well  the  draft 

9  SEIS  portrays  the  impact  on  the  Keys  of  launching 

10  target  missiles  here.  We  find  the  document  as  it 

11  stands  to  be  incomplete,  superficial  and  in  some 

12  respects  distorted. 

1 3  Our  first  concern  is  human  health  and 

14  safety.  Nowhere  in  this  SEIS  is  there  any  focus 

15  on  the  possibility  of  serious  accident.  It 

1 6  neither  quantifies  or  mentions  the  possibility 

17  that  human  error,  or  a  combination  of  such  factors 

18  might  result  in  a  destructive  distribution  of 

19  debris  or  toxic  emissions  beyond  the  launch  hazard 

20  area. 

21  Of  particular  concern  is  the  extremely 

22  short  distance  from  the  launch  site  to  the  edge  of 

23  the  LHA  on  its  populated  side.  The  fashion  in 

24  which  the  LHA  has  been  magically  shrunk  when  it 

25  was  discovered  that  it  included  settled  areas 


P-T-0013 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 


02 


03 


04 


1  seems  to  us  to  highlight  the  document's  lack  of 

2  objectivity.  Also,  more  detail  is  needed  on  the 

3  timing  of  the  trigger  mechanism  in  the  event  of  an 

4  accidental  firing  in  the  direction  of  a  populated 

5  area. 

6  The  SEIS  likewise  fails  to  explain  why  the 

7  launch  site  here  should  be  so  much  closer  to 

8  populated  areas  than  it  is  at  other  sites.  There 

9  is  no  other  US  missile  test  site  that  is  nearly  so 

10  close.  The  launch  sites  in  northern  Florida,  for 

11  example,  will  be  from  platforms  5  to  13  miles 

12  offshore  of  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  Are  there 

1 3  special  circumstances  that  might  justify  a 

14  departure  in  the  Keys  from  the  safety  precautions 

15  proposed  there?  If  so,  the  SEIS  fails  to  mention 

16  them. 

17  The  second  concern  is  the  environment. 

18  The  analysis  understates  the  potential  impact  of 

19  introducing  large  quantities  and  of  hydrochloric 

20  acid  into  this  region  of  high  humidity  and  shallow 

21  sea  water,  and  it  fails  to  focus  at  all  on  the 

22  consequences  of  such  imposition  on  the  fragile 

23  alkaline  environment  of  the  Keys. 

24  The  third  concern  is  transportation.  The 

25  Overseas  Highway  is  the  sole  conduit  for 
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NUMBER 


05 


06 


07 

08 


09 


10 
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1 

automobile  traffic,  drinking  water,  electric 

2 

power,  hospital,  medical  services,  food  and  every 

3 

other  vital  service  required  by  our  entire 

4 

population.  The  impact  of  the  missile  proposal  on 

5 

this  lifeline  corridor  is  not  addressed  at  all  in 

11 

6 

the  draft  SEIS.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  this 

7 

heavy  new  traffic  burden  on  normal  and  essential 

8 

traffic  patterns?  And  God  forbid  there  should  be 

12 

9 

an  accident  that  takes  out  a  bridge,  for  example, 

13 

10 

but  should  there  not  be  some  contingency  planning 

11 

that  would  take  such  possibilities  into  account? 

14 

12 

In  conclusion,  there  is  a  very  real 

13 

possibility  of  the  failure  of  a  missile  launch. 

14 

We  can  conceive  of  no  other  rural  location  in  the 

15 

United  States  where  the  consequences  of  such  an 

16 

accident  could  be  more  devastating.  Such  a 

17 

failure  could  result  in  the  dispersal  of  flammable 

18 

and  toxic  materials  and  chunks  of  missile  hardware 

19 

into  areas  where  people  live,  or  involve  the 

15 

20 

accidental  explosion  of  a  missile  being 

21 

transported  on  US  1.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that 

22 

the  chances  of  such  events  happening  in  the  Keys 

23 

are  minimal.  Disasters  of  this  sort  have  happened 

16 

24 

and  they  could  happen  here. 

25 

We  hope  that  the  final  SEIS  will  look  much 

|  17 

P-T-0013 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

harder  and  deeper  into  these  real  risks  and  find 

2 

ways  to  treat  them  that  would  be  both  more 

3 

detailed  and  a  lot  more  convincing.  Thank  you. 

4 

(Hand  clapping.) 

5 

MAJOR  KENNEDY:  I'd  like  to  make  a 

6 

clarification,  please.  1  would  like  to  remind 

7 

people  that  the  offshore  platforms  that  are 

8 

proposed  are  also  in  the  other  alternatives 

9 

considered  category  very  similar  to  the  Keys 

10 

launch  sites.  They  are  not  proposed  to  be  the 

11 

preferred  alternative  that  the  Director  of 

12 

Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  is  looking 

13 

at.  The  preferred  alternative,  as  far  as  the 

14 

northern  target  launch  sites  go,  are  land  based 

15 

target  launch  sites  and  on  Cudjoe  Key  -  not  on 

16 

Cudjoe  Key,  on  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias 

17 

and  the  launch  site  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  is 

18 

actually  7,000  feet  from  the  nearest  home. 

19 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Next  speaker  is  R.  L. 

20 

21 

Blazevic. 

R.  L.  BLAZEVIC:  The  missile  testing  has 

P-T-0014 

22 

caused  me  to  consider  the  safety  of  my  family,  the 

23 

residents,  their  children,  and  damage  to  our 

24 

environment.  Even  with  the  aircraft  launching 

25 

there  has  been  much  exaggerated  propaganda  about 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


possible  danger  in  the  necessary  testing.  I  have 
lived  in  the  Keys  for  40  years  and  have  three 
daughter's  and  four  grandson's  who  live  here.  The 
county  and  city  leaders  are  responsible  for 
dealing  with  facts  rather  than  emotional  comments 
of  those  who  twist  and  exaggerate  the  risks 
involved. 

The  two  volumes  of  the  800  page 
environmental  study  indicates  extreme  attention  to 
detail  and  extraordinary  effort  to  consider  every 
possible  factor  to  insure  safety.  It  contains 
many  important  facts  about  the  Florida  Keys.  Many 
residents  are  not  considering  the  extreme  danger 
that  we  are  exposed  to  everyday  that's  much  more 
hazardous  than  an  occasional  missile  launch.  The 
constant  exposure  to  injury  and  death  on  Highway 
One  from  speeders,  illegal  passing,  careless 
driver's  and  the  huge  explosive  gasoline  trucks 
which  continues  24  hours  a  day,  seven  days  a  week. 
This  is  not  100  times,  1,000  times,  but  10,000 
times  more  dangerous  than  periodic  launches. 

More  than  50  passenger  aircraft  that  are 
fuel  laden,  potential  bombs  over  crowded 
classrooms  occur  each  day  as  aircraft  pass  low 
over  the  high  school.  Ninety  percent  of  aircraft 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


accidents  occur  on  take-offs  and  landings.  The 
high  school  was  built  at  the  end  of  the  runway  25 
years  after  the  airport  was  built.  With  the 
extreme  everyday  danger,  why  hasn't  the  public 
insisted  that  a  deteriorating  high  school  be  moved 
to  a  safer  area.  This  is  far  more  dangerous  than 
the  Sugarioaf  school  location.  The  long  term 
exposure  of  the  toxic  dump  that  the  Poinciana 
School  and  Kennedy  Drive  Sports  Complex  are  built 
on  has  been  ignored. 

Constant  vigilance  makes  it  imperative 
that  we  continually  test  all  new  weapons  as  they 
are  developed  to  protect  the  men  and  women  who 
have  no  control  of  where  they  are  sent  to  protect 
our  interest. 

I  was  in  high  school  in  World  War  II  and 
was  drafted  into  naval  aviation.  The  continual 
testing  insured  my  survival  in  the  Korean  and  Viet 
Nam  wars.  Having  survived  an  aircraft  explosion 
from  an  aircraft  fire,  small  arms  sniping,  being 
strafed  and  bombed  gives  me  a  much  better 
perspective  than  those  that  have  never  been  there. 

Our  greatest  and  continual  national  danger 
and  tragedy  is  that  we  have  lost  more  young  people 
to  drugs  than  to  wars.  The  exaggerated 
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05 


06 

07 


08 

09 

10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


environmental  damage  is  nothing  compared  to  what 
residents  and  tourists  have  done  everyday  to  the 
Keys.  The  reef  is  much  destroyed.  Sears  and 
Overseas  Market  were  saltwater  ponds  with  fish  and 
mangrove  shorelines,  which  are  now  toxic  parking 
lots.  Big  Pine  Key  had  four  buildings  on  the 
highway,  less  than  50  residents,  no  stores.  Where 
were  all  the  objections  while  all  the 
environmental  destruction  was  going  on  with  the 
bulldozing  of  entire  areas  and  the  thousands  of 
contaminated  cesspits  were  being  installed.  The 
residents  avoid  the  responsibility  waiting  for 
federal  grants  to  replace  the  cesspits  because 
they  want  a  newer  car  and  boat.  Residents  fail  to 
protest  the  two  yacht  club  septic  tanks  at 
Garrison  Bight.  The  cesspits  on  Hilton  Haven  and 
the  sewage  injection  well  at  the  Garrison  Bight 
entrance.  The  city  dumps  ten  million  gallons  of 
sewage  everyday  into  the  channel  and  the  tide 
brings  it  back  twice  a  day  for  us  to  swim  in.  The 
sewage  plant  on  Stock  Island  dumps  their  sewage 
into  the  freshwater  ponds  on  the  city  golf  course. 

I  live  on  a  canal  in  Key  West  that  is 
sewage  polluted  and  is  used  for  stormwater  runoff, 
despite  the  enforceable  clean  water  act  of  1995. 
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1 

Mention  has  been  made  of  noise  impacts, 

18 

2 

but  1  have  65  decibels  from  aircraft  through  the 

3 

front  and  back  windows  18  hours  a  day  and  seven 

11 

4 

days  a  week,  but  they  are  not  going  to  close  the 

5 

airport. 

12 

6 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Mr.  Blazevic,  your  time 

7 

is  up. 

13 

8 

R.  L.  BLAZEVIC:  One  last  sentence.  1 

19 

9 

well  understand  the  unjustified  fears  of  those  who 

10 

oppose  the  missile  testing.  1  do  not  resent  the 

14 

11 

newcomer's  or  tourists  who  have  helped  to 

12 

deteriorate  the  quality  of  life  in  the  Keys. 

13 

Essential  testing  has  to  be  in  someone's  immediate 

20 

15 

14 

area  and  to  accept  this  responsibility  is  a  mature 

15 

response  to  a  national  need. 

16 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  As  1  requested  people,  if 

17 

you  wouldn't  mind  turning  in  your  written  comments 

16 

18 

for  anything  you  weren't  able  to  get  on  record. 

19 

Thank  you  very  much. 

17 

20 

(Hand  clapping.) 

21 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Next  speaker  -  we 

22 

generally  try  to  take  a  break  about  every  90 

23 

minutes  for  the  court  reporter.  She  says  she  is 

24 

doing  fine,  so  let’s  try  and  get  some  more.  The 

1 

25 

next  names  1  have  up  here  are  Bill  Seese,  David 
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1 

Musselman,  Lizzy  Poole,  R.  C.  Smith  and  Vicki 

1 

rice  rat,  lower  Keys  marsh  rabbit,  transient  Key 

2 

Weeks.  Bill  Seese. 

2 

deer,  bald  eagles,  eastern  indigo  snake,  and  all 

3 

BILL  SEESE:  I'm  Bill  Seese.  I'm  a  Refuge 

3 

of  which  exists  within  the  launch  hazard  area  on 

4 

Operations  Specialist  with  the  Florida  Keys 

4 

both  Cudjoe  and  Sugarloaf. 

5 

National  Wildlife  Refuges  and  I'm  here  to 

5 

Number  two,  a  thorough  evaluation  of  the 

04 

6 

introduce  into  the  record  written  comments  from 

6 

effects  of  prelaunch  and  launch  activities  on 

7 

the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  including  the 

7 

shore  bird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  the  LHA  will 

8 

Florida  Key  Refuge  Office,  the  South  Florida  Field 

8 

have  when  nesting  birds  take  flight  in  response  to 

9 

Office  in  Vero  Beach  and  the  Panama  City  Field 

9 

prelaunch  activities  they  leave  their  nest  exposed 

10 

Office. 

10 

to  predators  and  the  elements.  Flushing  birds 

11 

Tonight  1  only  want  to  touch  on  a  few  of 

11 

unnecessarily  also  expands  valuable  energy  that 

12 

the  more  pertinent  points  from  this  record 

12 

may  otherwise  be  used  for  hunting,  foraging  or 

13 

concerning  the  Florida  Keys  proposed  alternative. 

13 

maintenance. 

05 

14 

However,  it  is  the  final  recommendation  the 

01 

14 

Number  three,  the  proposed  actions  are 

15 

Florida  Keys  be  eliminated  from  consideration  as 

15 

inconsistent  with  the  Congressional  delegation  of 

16 

an  alternative  launch  site  for  target  missiles  in 

16 

the  wilderness  areas  for  about  2200  acres  in  Great 

17 

the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range. 

17 

White  Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  about 

18 

With  respect  to  the  draft  proposal,  there 

02 

18 

1900  acres  in  the  National  Key  Deer  Refuge, 

19 

are  a  number  of  deficiencies  regarding  the 

19 

respectively.  By  definition  to  the  Wilderness  Act 

06 

20 

potential  effects  to  federal  trust  resources,  land 

20 

of  1964,  wilderness  areas  are  federal  lands 

21 

management  responsibilities  and  human  health  and 

21 

retaining  its  peripheral  character  and  influence 

22 

the  environment. 

22 

which  is  protected  and  managed  so  as  to  preserve 

23 

Some  of  these  include:  Number  one,  a 

03 

23 

its  natural  conditions  such  that  if  one  generally 

24 

thorough  evaluation  of  the  effects  of  prelaunch 

24 

appears  to  have  been  affected  by  the  force  of 

25 

and  launch  activities  on  populations  of  the  silver 

25 

nature  with  the  imprint  of  man's  work 
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substantially  unnoticeable. 

Two,  has  outstanding  opportunity  for 
solitude  or  primitive  or  unconfined  type  of 
recreation. 

Number  four,  there  needs  to  be  a  fair 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  action  with  respect  to 
visual  pollution  of  the  wilderness  areas,  the 
impact  on  wilderness  solitude  and  recreational 
economic  impact  of  highly  desired  wilderness 
experience. 

In  conclusion,  after  reviewing  the  draft 
documents,  we  remain  concerned  with  potential 
adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  As  a 
cooperating  federal  agency  and  a  need  for  process, 
we  have  attempted  to  identify  gaps  in  the 
information  provided,  as  well  as  note  any 
inaccuracies.  As  such,  the  preliminary  draft  is 
incomplete  in  its  current  form.  At  the  same  time, 
we  do  not  believe  that  the  adverse  effects  of 
launching  target  missiles  from  Florida  Keys  such 
as  noise  impacts  to  nesting  baby  fauna  can  be  the 
reduced. 

Finally,  it  Is  the  recommendation  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  completely  remove 
from  consideration  the  Florida  Keys  alternative. _ 
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07 


08 


09 


10 


1  I  will  submit  our  draft  in  writing. 

2  (Fland  clapping.) 

3  MR.  MICHAELSON:  David  Musselman. 

4  DAVID  MUSSELMAN:  My  name  is  David 

5  Musselman.  I'll  try  to  continue  with  Sol 

6  Rosenblatt's  environmental  discussion  since  he  ran 

7  out  of  time.  I  think  we  almost  all  run  out  of 

8  time.  We  can't  possibly  comment  on  a  book  that 

9  big  in  four  minutes,  and  I'm  just  going  to  briefly 

10  summarize  what  Sol  was  trying  to  say.  He  was 

11  going  to  tell  you  about  the  chemical  ammodium 

12  prochlorate  in  the  waters  is  like  a  time  released 

13  capsule  of  poison.  It  is  a  toxin  and  the  binder 

1 4  that  holds  it  does  not  completely  cover  it  and  so 

15  even  your  own  studies  show  it  does  leach  out.  To 

1 6  counter  that  danger  you've  cited  a  quotation  from 

17  the  Department  of  Sanitation  in  Russia  and  Sol 

1 8  says  the  Russians  maintain  and  tolerate  the  most 

19  toxic  chemical  and  nuclear  dumps  in  the  world.  I 

20  don’t  think  they  should  be  trusted. 

21  The  next  point  was  the  Air  Force  only 

22  considered  mechanical  energy  of  impacts  of  the 

23  fragments  and  accompanying  shock  waves  of  a 

24  destroyed  rocket  on  the  fish  and  mammals  in  the 

25  vicinity  and  not  the  toxic  impact  of  these _ 
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1 

chemicals  which  would  be  a  continuation  of  what  he 

1 

activity  would  also  be  impacted  would  be 

2 

just  said  there.  And  sorry,  I'm  really  having  to 

2 

negligible  with  no  visual,  ecological  or  human 

3 

skim  over  what  Sol  had.  He  also  mentioned  that 

04 

3 

health  risk.  The  increased  risk  to  the  general 

4 

you've  never  measured  the  flow  in  our  back  water 

4 

public  due  to  mishaps  would  be  negligible. 

5 

lagoons,  cul  de  sacs  and  shallow  grass  banks  and 

5 

Another  quote,  it's  possible  that  some  of 

08 

6 

I'm  going  to  get  into  that  in  my  own  statement 

6 

the  natural  resources  required  for  and  this  is 

7 

which  I'll  start  now. 

7 

kind  of  important,  this  is  real  important,  it’s 

8 

But  so  that  1  don't  run  out  of  time,  I'm 

8 

possible  some  of  the  natural  resources  required 

9 

going  to  start  at  the  back  and  basically  what  1 

9 

for  the  operation  of  the  program  may  be  restored 

09 

10 

did  was  1  went  through  the  document  probably  too 

05 

10 

to  their  preprogrammed  condition.  The  program 

11 

many  times.  But  in  your  own  words  you  had 

11 

would  not  generate  —  excuse  me,  would  not 

12 

summaries  and  these  are  quotes  taken  out  of  the 

12 

generally  involve  the  use  of  resources  to  such  an 

13 

document.  Says  normal  target  launch  operations 

13 

extent  they  would  become  fully  consumed  or 

14 

may  result  in  the  release  of  airborne  exhaust 

14 

destroyed.  As  a  result  of  potential  irreversible 

15 

products  which  may  adversely  effect  the  health  of 

15 

and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  would 

16 

persons  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a  launch 

16 

be  very  limited.  And  I'm  going  to  emphasize  this 

17 

site.  Also,  during  target  launch  operations  there 

06 

17 

point,  would  occur  only  for  certain  biological  and 

18 

is  a  potential  for  a  launch  mishap  which  results 

18 

cultural  resources. 

in 

19 

in  explosion  or  a  whole  body  impact  or  debris 

19 

Let's  see  if  1  can  just  hit  a  couple  other 

20 

impact.  Launch  operations  present  non 

20 

things.  Hydrogen  chloride  will  dissolve  in  water 

21 

occupational  safety  and  health  issues.  Another 

07 

21 

to  form  hydrochloric  acid.  It  is  a  strong  acid. 

22 

quote,  potential  safety  impacts  for  all 

22 

It  is  not  uncommon  for  neighborhoods  or  even 

23 

environmental  resources  were  evaluated  for  both 

23 

entire  towns  to  require  evacuation  during  a  spill. 

24 

normal  inceptor  and  target  test  flights  for  a 

24 

The  concentration  levels  below  the  threshold  for 

25 

various  of  mishaps  where  normal  test  flight 

25 

smelling  hydrochloric  acid  can  cause  sneezing, 
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1 

1  resent  the  intrusion  into  all  our  lives. 

03 

2 

1  resent  the  time  and  money  we  have  all  had  to 

3 

waste  to  fight  this.  1  resent  the  money  our 

4 

government  has  wasted  on  this  foolish  idea.  1 

04 

5 

read  something  in  the  paper  a  couple  weeks  ago 

6 

that  made  me  feel  very  unpeaceful  as  a  peace 

7 

person.  1  resented  that  we  were  all  put  at  risk  a 

8 

couple  weeks  ago  when  a  Cruz  missile  was  launched 

9 

from  a  ship  off  Miami,  which  traveled  down  one 

10 

side  of  the  Keys  and  up  the  other  to  see  if  it 

11 

would  work.  It  came  20  miles  southwest  of  Key 

12 

West. 

13 

(Hand  clapping.) 

14 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  R.  C.  Smith,  followed  by 

15 

Vicki  Weeks,  Tina  Henize  and  Dale  Zachariah. 

16 

R.  C.  SMITH:  My  name  is  Bob  Smith.  1 

P-T-0018 

17 

live  here  in  Key  West.  1  was  employed  by  the  R.C. 

18 

Service  Company  in  1955  through  '57.  1  worked  in 

01 

19 

range  safety  at  Cape  Canaveral  when  it  was  Cape 

20 

Canaveral  and  I've  experienced  a  number  of  missile 

21 

flaws.  And  1  will  tell  you  that  it  ain't  fun  and 

02 

22 

it  ain't  funny.  1  was  told  at  one  time  when  an 

23 

atlas  missile  blew  up  when  they  thought  it  was 

24 

over  Orlando,  that  we  weren't  supposed  to  say 

25 

anything  about  it.  The  veracity  of  these  people 

P-T-0016 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

laryngitis.  Hydrochloric  acid  is  toxic  to  plants 

2 

causing  internal  damage,  as  well  as  leaf  damage. 

3 

And  I'll  just  close  with  the  tests  that 

4 

were  done  that  talked  about  the  -  Sol  mentioned 

12 

5 

the  80  percent  of  hydrogen  chloride  that 

6 

supposedly  wasn't  converted  to  hydrochloric  acid. 

7 

And  basically,  the  reason  or  the  tests  that  were 

8 

done,  all  the  empirical  data  that  was  gathered  was 

9 

done  in  a  desert,  in  two  different  deserts;  one  in 

10 

Utah  and  1  can't  remember  where  the  other  one  is. 

11 

Thank  you  very  much. 

12 

(Hand  clapping.) 

P-T-0017 

13 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Lizzy  Poole,  please. 

14 

LIZZY  POOLE:  My  name  is  Lizzy  Poole.  1 

01 

15 

live  on  Cudjoe  Key.  1  represent  the  Womens 

16 

International  League  for  Peace  and  Freedom.  Our 

17 

organization  has  had  both  men  and  women  members 

18 

for  many  years.  We're  one  of  the  oldest  peace 

19 

organizations  in  the  world.  1  spent  quite  a  bit 

02 

20 

of  time,  at  least  two  weeks  or  more  looking  for 

21 

something  intelligent  to  say  about  this  foolish 

22 

idea  and  1  didn't  find  anything  really  intelligent 

23 

to  say  about  this  foolish  idea  that  hasn't  already 

24 

been  said  to  you  before  this  EIS  statement  was 

25 

prepared,  but  was  left  out  of  it. 
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is  to  be  seriously  questioned,  seriously. 

This  idea  is  inherently  wrong. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Excuse  me.  If  you  would 
hold  your  comments,  I  want  the  court  reporter  to 
be  able  to  hear  what  you  are  saying. 

R.  C.  SMITH:  This  is  inherently  wrong. 

Who  in  the  world  ever  put  somebody  up  in  front  of 
us  to  decide  that  they  were  going  to  launch 
missiles  out  of  our  Keys.  I  don't  understand  it. 

Where  did  they  get  the  right?  Who  gave  it  to 
them?  How  did  this  come  about?  I  don't  know.  I 
will  tell  you  one  thing  that  you're  not  taking 
into  account  in  this  environmental  impact  study 
and  that  is  the  fact  that  we  are  going  to  put  a 
big  hurt  on  you  guys  if  you  try  to  do  this. 

That’s  one  thing  you’re  not  considering.  If  you 
think  the  60's  were  bad,  wait  and  just  see  what 
happens  here.  That's  all  I  got  to  say. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Vicki  Weeks. 

VICKI  WEEKS:  When  I  registered  I  had  been 
asked  by  two  organizations  to  read  something  into 
the  record  for  them,  as  well  as  I  registered  for 
myself.  I  timed  it  and  it  was  about  five  and  a 
half  minutes.  _ 
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NUMBER 

1 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  We  have  to  be  consistent, 

2 

you  have  four  minutes  as  an  individual. 

3 

VICKI  WEEKS:  Then  1  will  begin  with  mine. 

4 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Again,  if  they  are 

5 

written  comments,  they  will  be  entered  into  the 

03 

6 

record. 

7 

VICKI  WEEKS:  1  sort  of  wanted  to  address 

8 

the  letter  that  was  written  by  Lieutenant  General 

9 

Lester  Lyles  to  Peter  Deutch  on  November  24th, 

10 

1998.  And  in  it,  General  Lyles  wrote,  "The  Keys 

11 

target  launch  sites  are  a  technically  viable 

12 

alternative  and  will  still  be  under  consideration 

13 

in  the  Supplemental  EIS.  However,  Keys  target 

14 

launch  sites  are  no  longer  part  of  the  proposed 

15 

action.  The  Keys  and  sea  launch  target  launch 

16 

alternatives  are  unlikely  to  be  approved  in  my 

17 

final  decision,  emphasis,  unless  operational  and 

18 

testing  requirements  change.”  He  also  wrote, 

19 

"only  in  an  emergency  threatening  our  national 

P-T-0019 

20 

security  would  1  consider  changing  the  proposed 

21 

action",  referencing  his  decision  to  establish  a 

22 

new  proposed  action  stating  that  the  launching 

23 

targets  from  the  southern  Gulf  would  be  from 

24 

aircraft. 

25 

it  is  not  that  1  doubt  Lieutenant  General 
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1  Lyles  sincerity,  but  it  is  precisely  this  type  of 

2  statement  which  1  have  heard  expressed  in  a  number 

3  of  forums,  from  a  number  of  personnel  involved  in 

4  this  process  that  I  find  unsettling.  Perhaps  we 

5  can  call  it  the  Watergate  syndrome,  or  maybe  the 

6  Ollie  North  Iran  Contra  syndrome,  or  maybe  just  a 

7  little  healthy  skepticism  that  has  derived  from 

8  any  one  of  a  number  of  other  questionable 

9  government  actions  that  occurred  under  the  aegis 

10  of  national  security  concerns. 

11  As  we  evolve  away  from  a  cold  war 

12  mentality  and  economy,  perhaps  it's  time  we  begin 

13  working  on  a  definition  of  national  security  that 

1 4  lends  more  weight  to  the  stability  and  economic 

15  impact  generated  by  long  term  sustainable  resource 

16  utilization  than  to  the  theatrics  of  the  latest, 

17  formerly  in  favor,  currently  out  of  favor,  arms 

1 8  industry  customer. 

1  g  According  to  the  data  compiled  by  the 

20  Natural  Heritage  Data  Base  for  the  Nature 

21  Conservancy,  there  are  13  animals  listed  as  of 

22  state  special  state  concern,  11  animals  and  1 

23  plant  on  the  state  threatened  species  list,  7 

24  animals  and  27  plants  on  the  state  endangered 

25  species  list,  as  well  as  11  animals  and  one  plant 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 


05 


06 


1  on  the  federal  threatened  or  endangered  list,  all 

2  within  a  five  mile  radius  of  the  proposed  missile 

3  site.  In  an  area  whose  economy  is  directly  based 

4  on  natural  resource  based  tourism,  the  loss  of 

5  even  one  of  these  species  would  be  unfortunate  in 

6  deed. 

7  Even  if  there  is  never  an  accident  or 

8  misfiring,  the  toxic  by-products  released  into  the 

9  air  and  waters  surrounding  the  proposed  sites, 

10  have  absolutely  no  potential  upside  with  regard  to 

11  the  health  of  our  fragile  environment.  They  may 

12  cumulatively  act  to  push  one  or  more  species  over 

13  the  brink  of  extinction.  Neither  our  environment 

14  nor  our  economy  can  afford  a  further  loss  of 

15  diversity  and  a  resulting  ecological  imbalance. 

16  I  would  ask  that  you  move  to  permanently 

17  remove  the  Florida  Keys  from  any  future  proposed 

18  action  regarding  the  establishment  of  missile  test 

19  sites.  That  was  my  comment. 

20  The  other  comment  is  from  the  National 

21  Marine  Sanctuary  Advisory  Council  on  which  I  sit 

22  as  the  representative  of  the  dive  industry.  And 

23  their  resolution  was  passed  March  12th,  1998,  and 

24  they  have  sent  a  formal  request  asking  the 

25  sanctuary  managers  to  request  that  the  United 
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1 

States  Department  of  Defense  to  abandon  all 

1 

reporter's  fingers  don't  go  that  fast.  Tina 

2 

proposed  or  contemplated  plans  for  future 

2 

Henize  is  next. 

3 

launching  of  test  missiles  from  land  sites  in  the 

3 

TINA  HENIZE:  My  name  is  Tina  Henize  and  1 

4 

Florida  Keys  or  waters  within  the  boundaries  of 

4 

live  on  Cudjoe  Acres  subdivision  just  outside  the 

5 

the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary. 

5 

magic  shrinking  launch  hazard  area.  The  magic 

6 

This  action  must  take  place  prior  to  the 

6 

shrinking  launch  hazard  area  that  is  pretty 

01 

7 

April  3rd,  1998,  when  the  comment  period  for  the 

7 

significant.  It  would  be  very  easy  and  quite  a 

8 

impact  statement  closes. 

8 

bit  of  fun  if  we  weren't  already  tired  of  the 

9 

The  final  comment  was  from  PADI  Worldwide, 

13 

9 

subject  of  missiles  to  take  pot  shots  at  this 

10 

which  is  the  largest  agency  certifying  divers  in 

10 

draft  EIS.  We  could  point  out  its  brilliant 

02 

11 

the  world.  On  behalf  of  the  Florida  based 

11 

finding  such  as  on  page  3-424,  which  says  the 

12 

recreational  diving  community  of  dive  centers  and 

12 

mainland  portion  of  Monroe  County  includes  the 

13 

instructor  members  of  the  Professional  Association 

13 

Everglades  National  Park,  Big  Cypress  National 

14 

of  Dive  Instructors,  1  wish  to  express  our 

14 

Preserve,  and  the  City  of  Miami.  We  could  make  a 

03 

15 

official  opposition  to  the  proposed  Hera  class 

15 

lengthy  list  of  other  sloppy  typos  and  other 

16 

ballistic  missile  launch  sites  on  Saddlebunch  and 

16 

sloppy  rubber  stamp  errors  and  geographical  slips. 

17 

Cudjoe  Keys,  which  are  on  the  edge  of  the  Great 

17 

But  the  scariest  part  of  this  draft  EIS  is  the 

18 

White  Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  pose  a 

18 

conclusions  that  it  draws.  That  all  the 

04 

19 

negative  environmental  impact  to  the  area.  We 

19 

environmental  impact  statements  from  air  quality, 

20 

request  the  project  be  re-examined  in  this  context 

20 

to  noise,  to  human  safety,  to  visual  aesthetics, 

21 

and  find  an  alternate  solution. 

21 

to  emission  effects  on  wetlands,  to  harassing  and 

22 

(Hand  clapping.) 

22 

killing  wildlife,  to  denying  citizens  access  to 

23 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  That  was  Vicki  Weeks  that 

23 

public  lands  and  water,  that  all  these  impacts  are 

24 

spoke.  At  some  point  you  have  to  resist  some  of 

24 

negligible.  These  conclusions  are  based  on  very 

25 

the  temptation  to  speak  so  fast  because  the  court 

25 

faulty  and  pathetically  incomplete  study. 
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1 

There  are  numerous  references  to  effects 

05 

2 

being  temporary  and  of  short  duration,  as  if  that 

3 

makes  them  okay.  Gun  fire  is  of  short  duration 

4 

too,  but  we  go  out  of  our  way  to  prevent  it. 

5 

Accidental  explosions  and  other  mishaps  are  of 

6 

short  duration.  No  matter  how  small,  the 

7 

probability  of  a  catastrophic  accident,  basic 

8 

precautions  such  as  very  conservative  distances 

9 

between  the  people  and  missile  launches,  basic 

10 

cautions  need  to  consider  improbable  accidents. 

06 

11 

Catastrophic  failures  of  missiles  do  happen  from 

12 

time  to  time  and  chopping  off  pieces  of  the  LHA 

13 

because  there  are  families  living  there  does  not 

14 

make  the  improbable  impossible. 

07 

15 

Biological  concerns  across  the  board  are 

16 

dismissed  here  as  negligible.  Without  adequate 

17 

study  of  the  Keys  ecosystems,  endangered  species 

18 

are  endangered  for  a  reason.  They  are  rare.  They 

19 

are  already  stressed  for  various  reasons,  and  as 

20 

an  endangered  species,  they  are  sensitive  to  small 

21 

environmental  changes. 

22 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  show  that  any 

08 

23 

detailed  study  was  done  of  any  Keys  ecosystem. 

24 

With  the  help  of  cooperating  agencies  and  other 

09 

25 

sources  the  EIS  authors  list  species  of  plants  and 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


animals  known  to  be  in  the  vicinity  and  then 
essentially  say,  we're  going  to  kill  some  of  the 
plants  and  animals  and  we  don't  really  know  how 
many,  but  it  doesn't  matter  because  it's 
infrequent  and  of  short  duration. 

One  last  point  the  EIS  states  about 
ambient  noise  on  Cudjoe  being  affected  by  aircraft 
from  NAS  and  Key  West  Airport.  It  fails  to 
recognize  that  north  Cudjoe  rarely  has  aircraft 
because  of  the  restricted  air  space  of  the 
Aerostat  station. 

We  certainly  appreciate  the  consideration 
General  Lyles  gave  to  the  issue  of  launching 
missiles  from  the  Keys  and  we  are  grateful  to  his 
decision  to  set  aside  the  Keys  option  as 
preferred.  However,  the  draft  EIS  reports  to  have 
satisfactorily  answered  all  environmental  and 
safety  concerns,  which  it  definitely  does  not. 

The  draft  EIS,  with  respect  to  many  issues  of 
safety  and  environment  is  obviously  inadequate. 

It  contains  erroneous  and  incomplete  information 
and  barely  scratches  the  surface  on  issues  related 
to  ecosystems  in  the  Keys. 

We  strongly  recommend  the  portions  of 
theater  missile  defense  draft  EIS  which  applies  to 
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I  land  launches  from  the  Florida  Keys  be  deleted 
■>  entirely.  The  problem  of  potential  launch  sites 

3  in  the  Keys  being  too  close  to  human  population 

4  can  never  be  overcome  and  nothing  could  mitigate 

5  environmental  damage  from  routine  missile 

6  launches,  much  less  potential  severe  damage  from 

7  mishaps. 

8  (Hand  clapping.) 

g  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Dale  Zachariah. 

10  DALE  ZACHARIAH:  Hello.  Dale  Zachariah. 

II  I  read  your  impact  study.  There  seems  to  have 

12  been  some  misrepresentations.  I  read  12  launches 

13  a  year,  one  a  month,  but  the  study  says  at  least 

14  24  a  year,  two  a  month.  Chapter  261 ,  your  map  of 

15  south  Florida  showing  environmental  concerns.  The 

16  Keys  show  none.  No  sea  turtle  nests,  no  salt 

1 7  water  marshes,  no  sea  grass  beds,  no  eagle  nests, 

1 8  no  mangroves,  no  aquatic  preserves,  and  a  black 

19  string  bean  for  coral  reef  from  Big  Pine  to  Key 

20  West  and  no  more.  I  don't  believe  that's 

21  accurate.  Also  the  land  missile  seems  to  get 

22  equal  billing  as  your  target  of  choice  for  the 

23  land  missile  with  its  liquid  propellant  and 

24  diametical  (phonetic)  hydrazine  and  inhibited 

25  nitric  acid.  The  study  briefly  said  what  would 
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01 
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03 
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1 

happen  to  the  neighborhood  if  lightning  hit  this 

2 

missile  but  dismissed  it  as  some  typical  jargon. 

3 

Also  in  this  study  you  say  that  the 

4 

potential  for  beneficial  impacts  that  may  occur  as 

5 

a  result  of  a  reduction  of  fishing  activity  and 

6 

harvest  associated  with  fishing  area  closures 

7 

during  missile  testing.  Basically,  you're  doing 

8 

us  a  favor. 

9 

1  always  ask,  why  the  missiles.  The 

10 

problem  with  the  Scud  missile  attacks  in  the  Gulf 

11 

War  is  we  didn't  know  where  they  were  coming  from, 

12 

we  didn't  know  where  they  were  going,  and  we 

13 

didn’t  know  when.  These  missiles  launches  do  not 

14 

answer  those  questions.  Hitting  Scud  missiles  is 

15 

not  the  problem.  President  Bush  said  we  hit  40, 

16 

43  Scuds  with  a  93  percent  kill  ratio,  but  this 

17 

arms  industry  encourages  a  magnified  view  of  the 

18 

threat  in  order  to  justify  its  record  climbing 

19 

defense.  It  receives  the  support  of  the  military 

20 

bureaucracy  in  relationship  of  mutual  support 

21 

between  government  and  industry  with  serious 

22 

distortions  and  shared  deception  of  our  need  for 

23 

these  missiles. 

24 

(Hand  clapping.) 

25 

MAJOR  KENNEDY:  I'd  like  to  make  one 

P-T-0021 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


clarification.  The  Lance  missile  is  not  proposed 
for  launch  from  the  Keys. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  It  is  right  up  at  nine 
o'clock  and  we  have  to  take  an  occasional  break 
for  the  court  reporter.  We  are  approximately 
halfway  through  the  list  of  speakers,  so  we're 
going  to  take  a  ten  minute  break  and  we  will 
return  and  take  the  rest  of  your  comments. 

(Recess.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Please  take  your  seats. 
We  will  try  and  get  the  second  section  started 
here.  Our  speaker  is  ready,  we're  ready.  If  you 
want  to  continue  your  conversations,  if  you  would 
please  take  them  out  of  this  room.  Thank  you  very 
much.  Actually,  it  was  coming  through,  it's  just 
a  lot  of  background  noise.  We're  ready.  I'm 
going  to  again  read  a  list  of  speakers,  the  next 
four  or  five,  so  you  can  be  ready  to  come  up  and 
know  where  you  are  in  the  order.  First  person  up 
is  Mark  Simms.  He  will  be  followed  by  Joel 
Biddle,  then  Shelley  Francis,  then  Malcolm  Pike, 
Ralph  Gouldy  and  that  will  be  the  first  five. 

Mr.  Simms,  again,  if  you  would  just  remember  to 
state  your  name  at  the  beginning,  I  would 
appreciate  it. 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

i 

MARK  SIMMS:  My  name  is  Mark  Simms.  I'm 

01 

2 

here  as  a  concerned  citizen.  My  wife  Amy  Simms  is 

3 

also  here  because  she  is  concerned  as  well.  1  am 

4 

here  as  a  democrat,  small  D,  Shirley,  small  D  and 

5 

1  regard  myself  as  a  patriot.  My  wife  and  1  are 

6 

year  round  Monroe  County  residents.  We  are 

7 

homeowners  in  this  community  and  I’m  particularly 

8 

proud  to  say  that  1  served  on  active  duty  in  the 

9 

United  States  Air  Force  as  a  captain  from  1988 

10 

till  1996.  1  had  the  pleasure  of  serving  as  a 

11 

judge  advocate.  Among  my  duty  assignments  at 

12 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  which  served  as  a  support 

13 

facility  for  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  1  had 

14 

exposure  to  missile  issues  there. 

15 

1  would  also  say  that  when  1  was  serving 

16 

at  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  California,  1  was  sent 

17 

by  the  Air  Force  to  a  course  on  how  to  write  EIS 

18 

and  other  documents  in  order  to  comply  with  the 

19 

NEBA  (phonetic)  and  1  hope  that  my  comments  are 

20 

taken  in  the  spirit  in  which  I  intend  them. 

21 

1  intend  to  speak  plainly  this  evening.  1 

02 

22 

love  my  country,  1  enjoyed  my  experience  in  the 

23 

Air  Force,  but  1  will  say,  with  all  due  respect, 

24 

that  launching  missiles  from  these  Keys  is  a  bad 

25 

and  stupid  idea.  You  don't  need  a  million  dollar 

03 

pK)58 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


P-T-0022 

P-T-0022 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

study,  an  EIS  analysis  or  scientific  testimony  to 

1 

1  would  remind  the  people  here  that  we  are 

2 

know  that  this  is  a  bad  and  stupid  idea.  Look  at 

2 

the  government  in  this  great  democracy.  1  have  no 

07 

3 

two  simple  facts.  This  is  one  of  the  most 

04 

3 

and  1  would  not  impune  these  fine  gentlemen  who 

4 

environmentally  sensitive  areas  in  the  United 

4 

are  here  this  evening,  but  1  would  also  wish  to 

5 

States.  Number  two,  there  is  a  public  school  not 

05 

5 

remind  the  people  assembled  here  this  evening  that 

6 

more  than  five  miles  from  the  launch  area.  My 

6 

DOD  and  the  Ballistic  Missile  Organization  are  not 

7 

home  is  within  five  miles  from  the  launch  area  and 

7 

democratic  institutions.  If  you  wish  your  voice 

8 

1  say,  as  a  individual  and  as  a  citizen  of  this 

8 

to  be  heard,  do  not  only  leave  here  this  evening, 

9 

country,  that  it  is  disingenuous  and  untruthful  to 

9 

write  your  Congressman,  write  our  senators,  write 

10 

state  in  an  EIS  that  launching  missiles  does  not 

10 

Secretary  Cohen,  write  President  Clinton  and  tell 

11 

pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  members  of  this 

11 

them  that  you  will  not  accept  the  launch  of 

12 

community.  That  is  either  a  lie  or  a  terrible 

12 

missiles  from  the  Florida  Keys.  Thank  you. 

13 

misperception.  1  don't  think  that  anyone  could 

13 

(Hand  clapping.) 

14 

make  that  statement  in  good  faith. 

14 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Joel  Biddle. 

P-T-0023 

15 

Anyone  who  watched  the  Challenger  explode, 

06 

15 

JOEL  BIDDLE:  Hi,  I’m  Joel  Biddle.  I'm 

16 

anyone  who  remembers  Gus  Grissom's  Apollo  capsule 

16 

the  educational  coordinator  for  Reef  Relief  and  1 

17 

burning  him  up  on  the  launch  pad  knows  that  it  is 

17 

represent  Reef  Relief  and  the  board  of  directors 

18 

a  certainty  that  if  X  number  of  missiles  are 

18 

and  1  think  the  vast  majority  of  the  Florida  Keys 

19 

launched  from  this  launch  site,  something  is  going 

19 

citizenry.  The  recent  proposal  of  the  federal 

20 

to  go  wrong.  A  missile  will  explode  upon  launch, 

20 

military  to  test  missiles  in  the  Florida  Keys  is  a 

21 

will  go  off  course,  and  it  is  merely  a  matter  of 

21 

bad  idea  for  a  number  of  very  good  reasons.  We 

U1 

22 

how  long  before  that  happens.  And  for  our 

22 

encourage  the  citizens  of  the  Keys  to  strongly 

23 

government  to  come  in  and  tell  the  residents  of 

23 

voice  their  opposition  to  such  folly  and  likewise, 

24 

this  community  that  this  poses  no  safety  threat  to 

24 

encourage  the  proponents  of  this  idea  to  abandon 

25 

us  is,  frankly,  offensive  and  Insulting. 

25 

it  for  a  more  appropriate  site  elsewhere. 
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1 

The  first  is  a  lack  of  infrastructure  and 

1 

dumping  ground  for  debris  and  a  test  site  that 

2 

despite  what  has  been  said  here  by  the  military, 

02 

2 

could  be  dangerous  to  both  man  and  beast. 

3 

we  submit  that  it  will  be  difficult,  if  not 

3 

Three,  the  quality  of  life.  The  noise  and 

4 

impossible,  for  the  Florida  Keys  to  accommodate 

4 

the  closing,  not  only  of  US  1  but  also  the  airport 

5 

the  use  of  US  1  for  traffic  generated  by  six  to 

5 

and  the  local  boating  activity  12  times  a  year  for 

6 

seven  large  tractor  trailers  12  times  a  year,  the 

6 

a  period  of  up  to  20  years  and  the  very  real 

7 

need  for  housing  for  over  100  personnel,  and  the 

7 

danger  to  residents  in  the  area  is  an  unnecessary 

8 

ancillary  infrastructure  needs  that  will  be 

8 

imposition  on  both  the  residents  and  visitors  to 

9 

generated  by  the  construction  activities  proposed 

9 

the  Florida  Keys  who  constitute  our  main  economic 

10 

for  this  project. 

10 

activity.  More  appropriate  sites  exist  elsewhere 

11 

Two,  are  the  environmental  impacts.  The 

11 

in  the  world.  This  community  has  already 

12 

coral  reef  ecosystem  and  its  resident  endangered 

03 

12 

sacrificed  Peary  Court,  the  Naval  Air  Station  and 

13 

species  should  be  adversely  effected  by  the  fuel 

13 

the  Coast  Guard  Base  to  the  federal  military. 

14 

dispersal,  the  booster  stage  debris  and  the  loss 

14 

We  at  Reef  Relief  strongly  recommend  that 

15 

of  wetland  habitat,  by  the  fill  and  construction 

15 

you  explore  more  appropriate  sites  elsewhere.  We 

16 

you  propose  at  the  launch  sites.  The  proposed 

16 

communicated  this  in  clear,  uncertain  terms  last 

17 

mitigation  is  a  concept  that  has  failed  when 

17 

year  when  meeting  with  you.  We  also  did  that  the 

18 

applied  to  coral  reef  ecosystems.  We  do  not 

18 

year  before.  We  fought  offshore  oil  for  eight 

19 

believe  you  can  fill  wetlands  and  mitigate 

19 

years  before  President  Bush  signed  a  ten  year  ban. 

20 

elsewhere  to  make  up  for  that  loss  in  this  already 

20 

We  will  fight  this  as  well.  Please  recognize  our 

21 

highly  stressed  area. 

21 

concerns  and  save  us  all  a  lot  of  time  by 

22 

We  find  it  absolutely  ludicrous  that  as 

22 

listening  to  us.  Thank  you. 

23 

one  arm  of  our  government  strives  to  establish  a 

04 

23 

(Hand  clapping.) 

24 

protected  area  under  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary 

24 

MAJOR  KENNEDY:  1  have  to  make  one 

25 

designation,  the  military  seeks  to  use  it  as  a 

25 

clarification.  There  is  no  proposal  to  close  US  1 

P-T-0023 
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05 


06 
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1 

or  the  airport. 

1 

RALPH  GOULDY:  Good  evening.  My  name  is 

2 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Shelley  Francis  is  next. 

2 

Ralph  Gouldy.  I'm  the  Monroe  County  Senior 

3 

She  appears  to  not  be  here.  Malcolm  Pike. 

3 

Environmental  Planner.  I'm  here  representing  the 

A 

MALCOLM  PIKE:  Good  evening  ladies  and 

P-T-0024 

4 

Growth  Management  Division  of  Monroe  County.  1 

5 

gentlemen.  1  will  make  it  very  brief. 

5 

might  say  at  the  outset  that  while  it  is  quite 

6 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Would  you  state  your 

6 

disturbing  to  think  that  Miami  may  be  part  of 

7 

Monroe  County,  I'll  restrict  my  comments  to  the 

7 

name,  please. 

8 

MALCOLM  PIKE:  This  is  Malcolm  Pike 

8 

Growth  Management  Division's  concern  regarding  the 

9 

speaking  and  1  think  most  of  the  words  I'm  going 

9 

SEIS  in  regard  to  the  Monroe  County  year  2010 

10 

to  express  have  been  superseded  by  the  previous 

10 

comprehensive  plan. 

11 

speakers.  But  being  an  engineer  myself  and 

11 

Table  ESI  of  that  plan,  which  is  also  part 

12 

studying  weaponry  when  1  was  younger,  having  had 

12 

of  tonight's  handout  states  that  the  launch  plan 

13 

them  drop  on  us  during  the  war  from  Germany,  1 

13 

is  compatible  with  Monroe  County  Comp  Plan  for 

14 

know  what  can  be  involved.  And  1  think  that 

01 

14 

both  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Key.  The  basis 

15 

scientists  would  agree  with  me,  the  impact  of  the 

15 

for  this  statement  must  be  the  realization  that 

16 

explosion,  you  know,  on  the  targets  being  hit,  the 

16 

the  federal  government  has  the  authority  to  exempt 

17 

gases  -  on  the  subject  of  the  gases,  they 

17 

itself  from  local  jurisdictional  regulations,  as 

18 

certainly  will  drift  over  the  lower  Keys  when  the 

18 

far  as  specific  policies  of  the  comp  plan  which 

19 

wind  is  blowing  from  that  direction.  And 

02 

19 

are  in  conflict  with  this  SEIS.  Policies  102.1.1, 

20 

personally,  1  think  it's  a  ridiculous  idea  and 

20 

204.2.1, 207.1.4  all  require  100  percent  open 

21 

they  should  look  for  somewhere  else.  Thank  you. 

21 

space  for  wetlands,  which  would  preclude  any  type 

22 

(Hand  clapping.) 

22 

of  development  in  these  areas. 

23 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Ralph  Gouldy  is  next, 

23 

Policy  204.2.2  states  that  no  fill  or 

24 

followed  by  Barbara  Ehrenreiter,  Blue  Lunden,  John 

24 

structures  are  permitted  in  submerged  lands  or 

25 

Leslie  and  Archer  Miller. 

25 

mangroves.  Also,  policy  102.9.2  prohibits 
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01 

02 

03 

04 

05 


1  activities  which  would  be  in  conflict  with  the 

2  intent  of  properties  designated  conservation  lands 

3  on  the  future  land  use  maps.  This  policy  reads  in 

4  part  that  Monroe  County,  in  cooperation  with 

5  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies,  shall 

6  initiate  conservation  land  protection  area 

7  planning  efforts  for  each  of  the  conservation 

8  lands  in  Monroe  County. 

9  The  purpose  of  these  planning  efforts  will 

10  be  to  identify  current  and  future  land  use 

11  activities  which  are  causing  or  have  the  potential 

12  for  causing  adverse  impacts  on  sensitive  natural 

1 3  features  and  natural  resources  within  state  and 

14  federal  conservation  lands. 

15  Policy  103.2.14  prohibits  the  destruction 

16  of  endangered  species  habitats.  The  silver  rice 

17  rat  and  marsh  rabbit  habitats  are  part  of  and 

1 8  contiguous  to  the  launch  sites. 

19  With  regard  to  disturbance  due  to  human 

20  activity  of  endangered  species,  it's  stated  that 

21  the  window  of  disturbance  will  be  30  days  prior  to 

22  the  launch  and  up  to  five  days  after  the  launch, 

23  with  the  acknowledgment  that  there  are  as  many  as 

24  12  launches  per  year.  Therefore,  one  must 

25  conclude  the  disturbance  could  potentially  be _ 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

continuous  for  ten  years. 

2 

As  far  as  the  Monroe  County  Land 

11 

06 

3 

Development  Regulations  are  concerned,  several 

4 

regulations  if  a  permit  were  applied  for,  would 

5 

preclude  issuance,  including  section  95-286  which 

6 

requires  a  50  foot  setback  from  wetlands.  Section 

12 

7 

95-343  which  requires  100  percent  open  space  for 

8 

wetlands.  And  section  953.5  which  allows  only 

13 

07 

9 

docks,  walkways  and  utility  pilings  on  submerged 

10 

lands  and  mangroves. 

11 

In  summary,  1  think  we  can  only  conclude 

14 

12 

that  the  authors  of  the  report  failed  to  read 

13 

Monroe  County's  Comprehensive  Plan  or  realize  that 

14 

there  was  no  chance  of  achieving  realistic 

08 

15 

compliance  with  a  clear  intent  of  our  regulations. 

16 

Thank  you. 

17 

(Hand  clapping.) 

18 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Barbara  Ehrenreiter. 

P-T-0026 

09 

19 

BARBARA  EHRENREITER:  My  name  is  Barbara 

20 

Ehrenreiter.  I'm  a  writer  and  1  live  three  miles 

21 

away  from  the  proposed  launch  site  in  Cudjoe  Key. 

22 

About  a  year  ago  precisely  to  today  1  interviewed 

01 

10 

23 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Richard  Lehner,  which  is  you, 

24 

sir,  on  the  phone  in  preparation  for  writing  an 

25 

essay  for  Time  magazine  about  this  issue.  And 

02 

pt059 
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1 

when  1  asked  him  the  rare  philosophical  question, 

1 

you  say  you  are  here  to  defend  your  country,  1 

2 

what  are  the  missiles  for;  what  do  we  need  these 

2 

think  you  need  to  understand,  so  are  we.  We  are 

3 

for;  will  they  be  used  to  defend  the  United 

3 

here  to  defend  the  beauty,  the  wildlife,  the 

4 

States.  His  answer  was  and  I'm  sorry,  1  can  only 

4 

tranquility,  the  precious  ecosystem  of  our  region, 

5 

paraphrase.  1  don't  have  the  exact  quotes  with 

5 

including,  1  would  add,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  itself. 

6 

me.  Was  no,  these  were  not  defenses.  They  were 

6 

And  1  think  it's  particularly  tragic  that  we  have 

7 

not  to  be  used  to  defend  the  perimeter  of  the 

7 

to  defend  this  precious  region  of  our  country 

8 

United  States,  but  these  were  for  use  in  theaters. 

8 

against  the  plans  of  our  own  military. 

P-T-0027 

9 

That  is,  in  the  course  of  interventions  in  other 

9 

(Hand  clapping.) 

10 

countries. 

10 

MR.  MICHAELSON;  Blue  Lunden. 

m 

11 

When  1  asked  further  questions  and 

03 

11 

BLUE  LUNDEN;  My  name  is  Blue  Lunden.  I’m 

12 

suggested  that  that  wasn't  the  most  persuasive 

12 

a  member  of  the  Unitarian  Universal  Fellowship  of 

13 

argument  1  had  ever  heard,  he  allowed  that  we 

13 

Key  West.  1  would  like  to  read  a  resolution  that 

14 

could  always  sell  the  missiles  to  other  countries. 

14 

was  passed  unanimously  by  our  fellowship  this 

15 

So  what  that  suggests  to  me  is  that  we  are  risking 

15 

year.  Whereas  the  Department  of  Defense  is 

16 

our  safety  and  our  environment  for  what  is 

16 

planning  to  establish  a  missile  testing  range  in 

17 

essentially  product  testing,  which  will  eventually 

17 

the  Florida  Keys;  and  whereas  this  testing  range 

18 

rebound  to  the  profits  of  Lockheed  and  other 

18 

is  located  within  the  Great  White  Heron  National 

19 

companies. 

19 

Wildlife  Refuge,  and  these  waters  are  contiguous 

20 

But  1  just  want  to  end  by  saying,  let's 

04 

20 

with  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary; 

21 

talk  about  defense  then.  The  argument  that  the 

21 

whereas  this  site  is  within  one  mile  of 

22 

Air  Force  has  used  at  various  times  and  certainly 

22 

residential  property  and  within  four  miles  of  an 

23 

used  in  a  letter  in  response  to  my  article  in  Time 

23 

elementary  school;  and  whereas  the  Unitarian 

24 

was  that  the  priority  of  the  defense  of  our  nation 

24 

Universal  Scholarship  of  Key  West  covenants  to 

25 

came  above  all.  So  let  me  just  say  to  you,  sir, 

25 

affirm  and  promote  the  goal  of  the  world  community 
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1 

with  peace,  liberty,  and  justice  for  all  and 

1 

Force  for  gross  negligence  in  regard  to  civilian 

2 

respect  for  the  inter  dependent  web  of  all 

2 

lives.  The  Air  Force's  own  investigation  blamed 

3 

existence  of  which  we  are  a  part.  Therefore,  be 

3 

the  pilots,  a  poorly  equipped  plane  and  Air  Force 

4 

it  resolved  that  the  Unitarian  Universal 

4 

commander's  violations  of  landing  regulations. 

5 

Fellowship  of  Key  West  stand  united  in  opposition 

5 

Among  other  problems,  the  plane  carried  an 

6 

to  the  establishment  of  a  testing  range. 

6 

inaccurate  chart,  which  showed  the  mountain  the 

7 

On  a  personal  note,  1  live  on  upper 

02 

7 

plane  crashed  into  with  an  altitude  approximately 

8 

Sugarloaf,  very  near  the  school  and  1  was 

8 

2,000  meters  less  than  its  actual  height,  and 

9 

horrified  at  the  thought  that  there  could  be  an 

9 

navigation  equipment  that  was  over  60  years  out  of 

10 

accident  with  800  children  in  the  school.  1 

10 

date. 

11 

couldn't  believe  that  a  plan  like  this  could  be 

11 

June  25,  1996,  a  terrorist  truck  bomb 

12 

hatched  if  there  were  anyone  aware  of  a  school  so 

12 

kills  19  and  wounds  500  airmen  at  the  Cobar  Towers 

13 

close.  1  would  just  say,  that  you  say  you  will 

13 

military  apartment  complex  in  Dahran,  Saudi 

14 

protect  us  and  yet  1  feel  that  we  have  never  been 

14 

Arabia.  The  Pentagon  has  blamed  Air  Force 

15 

so  endangered.  This  is  a  bad  idea.  Please  don't 

15 

Brigadier  General  Tirrell  Sharway  (phonetic)  for 

16 

do  it. 

16 

recklessly  exposing  his  troops  to  danger  by 

17 

(Hand  clapping.) 

P-T-0028 

17 

ignoring  repeated  Pentagon  instructions  to  beef  up 

18 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  John  Leslie  is  next. 

18 

security  at  the  complex,  develop  evacuation  plans, 

19 

JOHN  LESLIE:  John  Leslie,  Sugarloaf  Key. 

01 

19 

widen  the  security  perimeter  around  the  building, 

20 

For  the  record,  1  would  like  to  read  into  the 

20 

or  place  plastic  film  over  windows  to  prevent 

21 

record  the  Air  Force's  safety  record  from  1996  to 

21 

glass  from  shattering.  Sharway  was  denied  the 

22 

1998,  a  sample  of  evidence.  April  the  3rd,  1996, 

22 

motion  over  the  "vehement  objections  of  Air  Force 

23 

an  Air  Force  plane  crashes  outside  of  Debrov  in 

23 

brass."  Thus  ending  his  military  career. 

24 

Croatia,  killing  Commerce  Secretary  Ron  Brown  and 

24 

November  22, 1996,  an  Air  Force  C-130 

25 

34  others.  Families  of  victims  are  suing  the  Air 

25 

cargo  plane  crashes  into  the  Pacific  off  the  coast 

pt059 
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1 

of  California,  killing  ten  Air  Force  reservists. 

1 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Next  speaker  is  Archer 

2 

In  January  1998  the  Air  Force  admits  its 

2 

Miller,  followed  by  Mari  Hanley,  Muriel  Hendrick, 

3 

investigation  into  the  crash  was  "flawed"  and 

3 

Crysten  Brigham  and  Annie  Robinson. 

4 

decides  to  investigate  further. 

4 

ARCHER  MILLER:  I'm  Archer  Miller.  1  live 

01 

5 

February  the  5th,  1997,  an  Air  Force  F-16 

5 

right  across  the  street  from  the  Saddlebunch  site 

6 

fighter  jet  locks  onto  and  chases  a  commercial 

6 

and  that  water  in  there  is  so  shallow,  you  only 

7 

plane  carrying  80  passengers.  The  Air  Force  plane 

7 

get  about  one  or  two  inches  of  tide  change  per 

8 

came  within  400  feet  of  the  commercial  plane  at 

8 

tide  change.  At  the  most,  three  or  four  inches  a 

9 

one  point,  setting  off  an  anti  collision  system  in 

9 

day.  There  is  no  way  that  water  can  flush  out 

10 

the  commercial  plane  and  throwing  three  passengers 

10 

fast  enough  that  all  that  acid  wouldn't  kill 

11 

to  the  floor.  This  was  one  of  four  incidents  in 

11 

everything  in  there.  The  wind,  most  of  the  time 

02 

12 

early  1997,  in  which  F-16's  came  close  enough  to 

12 

comes  right  across  the  highway  from  where  your 

13 

commercial  jets  to  pose  a  "real  threat  of  midair 

13 

launch  site  is  going  to  be  over  into  the 

14 

collision." 

14 

neighborhood  where  1  live  in  or  in  the  Sugarloaf 

15 

April  2nd,  1997,  on  a  training  flight,  Air 

15 

neighborhood.  That's  going  to  be  another  flaw. 

16 

Force  Captain  Craig  Button  wonders  off  course  and 

16 

And  1  think  you  did  say  something  about  there 

17 

plows  his  A-10  attack  jet  into  Gold  Dust  Peak  in 

17 

would  have  to  be  a  four  hour  time  period  when 

03 

18 

Colorado.  The  plane  contained  live  bombs. 

18 

everything  would  be  closed.  We're  so  close  to  the 

19 

October  22nd,  1997,  the  wing  tip  of  an  Air 

19 

highway,  I'm  sure  the  highway  would  have  to  be 

20 

Force  F-16  fighter  plane  slices  into  an  Air  Force 

20 

shut  down  for  four  hours  also.  1  bet  a  lot  of 

21 

T-38  cockpit,  killing  two.  This  is  only  a  small 

21 

people  would  love  that.  Alright.  Thank  you. 

22 

sample  of  Air  Force  involved  crashes  in  the  last 

22 

(Hand  clapping.) 

23 

few  years  and  all  of  the  above  incidents  occurred 

23 

MR,  MICHAELSON:  Mari  Hanley.  Muriel 

24 

in  peacetime.  Thank  you. 

24 

Hendrick. 

25 

(Hand  clapping.) 

25 

MURIEL  HENDRICK:  Good  evening.  My  name 
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1 

is  Muriel  Hendrick  and  1  live  here  in  Key  West.  1 

01 

1 

2 

can't  add  a  great  deal  to  what  has  already  been 

2 

3 

said  other  than  there  is  obviously  only  one  safe 

3 

4 

way  to  deal  with  missile  launching  and  that  is  not 

4 

5 

to  have  any  of  it,  land,  sea  or  air,  not  in  the 

5 

6 

Keys,  not  anywhere.  It  isn't  just  that  1  don't 

6 

7 

want  it  in  my  neighborhood,  1  don't  want  any 

7 

8 

missiles  launched  in  anybody's  neighborhood.  1 

8 

9 

see  no  reason  for  missile  testing.  Thank  you. 

9 

10 

Goodnight. 

10 

11 

(Hand  clapping.) 

11 

12 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Crysten  Brigham,  not 

12 

13 

here.  Annie  Robinson.  Are  you  Annie  Robinson? 

13 

14 

ANNIE  ROBINSON:  That’s  me. 

P-T-0031 

14 

15 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Annie  Robinson  will  be 

15 

16 

followed  by  Robin  Oriandi,  Joe  Allen  and  George 

16 

17 

Halloran. 

17 

18 

ANNIE  ROBINSON:  My  name  is  Annie  Robinson 

18 

19 

and  1  live  on  Cudjoe  Key  with  my  husband  of  six 

19 

20 

months.  We  both  work  in  the  restaurant  business 

01 

20 

21 

here  in  Key  West.  This  is  prime  dining  time  for 

21 

22 

Key  West.  I'm  also  here  to  represent  many  of  my 

22 

23 

friends  who  work  in  the  restaurant  business  that 

23 

24 

couldn't  be  here  themselves.  1  have  taken  the 

24 

25 

night  off  to  be  here,  since  my  conscience  wouldn't 

25 

let  me  do  otherwise.  You  see,  I  made  my  husband 
promise  me,  when  we  were  married,  that  if  ever 
some  mad  person  or  group  of  people  ever  decided  to 
destroy  our  home  as  we  know  it  and  love  it,  that 
we  would  leave.  No,  I  don't  know  who  needs  to 
hear  my  words  tonight,  although  I  heard  that  it 
really  doesn't  matter  what  we  feel,  that  this  is 
just  a  formality,  like  that  ridiculous 
environmental  impact  statement.  Please  do  not 
insult  our  intelligence.  Maybe  we  can  end  this 
lunacy  and  I  think  tonight  would  be  a  perfect  time 
with  a  full  moon. 

Please  listen  well  to  my  heart  and  soul 
and  realize  that  these  missiles  are  a  bad  thing 
for  the  people  of  the  Florida  Keys  and  a  bad  thing 
for  the  people  of  America.  The  Keys  back  country 
is  the  world  class  fishing,  diving  and 
recreational  area,  visited  by  presidents, 
celebrities  and  Americans  from  all  walks  of  life. 

We  the  people  of  the  Florida  Keys  chose  to  live 
here  for  this  pristine  beauty  and  our  livelihood 
depends  upon  it.  You  might  look  at  me  say,  she's 
just  a  waitress,  what  does  she  know  about  any  of 
this.  I  was  also  a  marine  biology  major  at  the 
University  of  Hawaii.  Remember  what  you  did  to 
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that  island,  I  don't  think  you  want  to  discuss. 

It  would  be  redundant  for  me  to  tell  you  the  true 
environmental  impact  because  you  already  know  how 
catastrophic  it  would  be.  So  I'm  going  to  talk  to 
you  from  the  standpoint  of  a  passionate  newlywed 
waitress  with  great  hopes  and  dreams  for  the 
future.  I’ll  begin  with  the  most  important  thing 
in  life,  which  is  love,  and  the  most  important 
love  is  family. 

My  husband  and  I  have  decided  to  start  a 
family  of  our  own  and  raise  it  in  our  home  on 
Cudjoe  Key  where  they  can  learn  all  about  the 
breathtaking  beautiful  back  country.  They  will 
learn  about  this  magical  land  from  their  father, 
who  knows  it  like  the  wizard  knows  Oz.  He  has 
been  fishing  these  waters  for  25  years,  both 
personally,  as  a  back  country  fishing  guide.  We 
call  the  back  country  our  sanity.  It's  where  we 
live,  love  and  laugh.  Not  only  is  it  our  passion, 
it's  also  to  be  our  new  career.  A  very 
frightening  step  for  both  of  us.  You  see,  we  just 
invested  a  lot  of  money  in  a  brand  new  flats 
fishing  boat.  Not  at  the  time  it  wasn't  a  lot 
when  we  thought  we  could  live  the  American  dream, 
it  was  still  obtainable,  and  we  could  have  our  own 


business,  our  own  happy  and  healthy  lives  in  a 
clean  environment  to  raise  our  children. 

I'm  begging  you  not  to  make  this  an 
American  nightmare.  Loud  noise  and  poisonous 
fallout  in  one  of  the  cleanest  and  quietest  places 
left  on  earth.  I'm  begging  you  not  to  make  this 
an  American  nightmare  of  a  missile  launch  site 
near  where  our  children  will  play  and  go  to 
school.  Please  don't  shatter  this  dream  and  the 
dream  of  so  many  people  like  me  who  call  this  our 


Please  use  your  heads  and  don't  turn  the 
phrase,  military  intelligence,  into  a  joke.  This 
is  a  huge  mistake.  And  don’t  mistake  my  emotional 
tone  and  my  short  size  for  weakness  because  I'll 
be  the  first  one  to  lie  down  on  Blimp  Road  or 
anywhere  else  near  my  home  to  protect  us  from  this 
unwelcome  intruder.  Somehow  I  don't  think  I’ll  be 
the  only  one.  Thank  you. 

(Hand  clapping.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Some  of  the  people  that 
are  going  to  speak  now  may  not  have  been  here  at 
the  very  beginning  when  I  gave  my  instructions. 
When  I  put  up  one  finger,  that  means  you  have  one 
minute  left  and  then  I'll  put  up  a  hand  like  this 
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1  indicating  that  your  time  is  up.  Okay.  Robin 

1  place  and  it's  difficult  to  think  of  an 

2  Orlandi. 

2  environment  more  unlike  the  Keys  in  terms  of 

3  ROBIN  ORLANDI:  Yes,  I'm  Robin  Orlandi  and 

3  moisture,  which  is  a  determining  factor  in 

4  1  represent  the  Board  of  Directors  for  Reef 

4  calculating  how  much  hydrochloric  acid  will  rain 

5  Relief.  Reading  this  into  the  record.  The  SEIS 

01 

5  out  from  launch  exhaust.  How  accurately  this 

6  is  entirely  inadequate  to  address  the  specialized 

6  scenario  models  launches  that  will  be  100  percent 

7  environmental  concerns  of  the  Florida  Keys.  It 

7  surrounded  by  marine  waters  and  conducted  in  a 

8  fails  to  establish  background  ecological 

8  humid  environment  isn't  examined. 

9  parameters  based  on  local  studies  or  to 

9  The  document  describes  the  launching  as  a 

1 0  realistically  represent  the  overall  impacts  of  TMD 

10  discreet  air  emissions  event.  Yet  each  generates 

11  testing  in  the  Keys. 

1 1  1 3,800  pounds  of  total  exhaust  including  221 

1 2  It  concludes  that  missile  launches  will  be 

12  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid.  Multiplied  by  12 

1 3  isolated  events  with  temporary  impacts,  at  the 

13  monthly  launches,  at  least  2,650  pounds  of 

14  same  time  stating  that  each  launch  requires  a  30 

02 

14  corrosive  acid  would  be  entering  our  fragile 

15  day  preparation  period  followed  by  two  to  five  day 

15  environment  each  year.  This  is  characterized  as  a 

16  cleanup.  With  as  many  as  24  launches  proposed 

1 6  temporary,  short  term  increase  in  water  acidity. 

17  annually,  it  doesn't  take  a  rocket  scientist  to 

17  It  is  also  noted  that  acidification  of  water 

1 8  figure  out  that  this  amounts  to  a  continuous 

18  generally  results  in  lower  oxygen  levels.  Yet,  no 

19  occupation  and  disturbance  of  launch  support 

19  data  is  provided  to  evaluate  the  oxygen 

20  sites. 

20  requirements  of  sea  grass  beds,  mangrove 

21  The  majority  of  SEIS's  conclusions  are 

21  nurseries,  or  other  potential  aquatic  receptors. 

22  based  on  data  from  previous  studies  done  outside 

03 

22  This  is  a  glaring  oversight  in  light  of  the 

23  of  the  Florida  Keys.  Air  quality  findings  derived 

23  eutrophication  problems  that  have  been  experienced 

24  from  OBOD  model  was  conducted  in  the  Utah  desert. 

24  in  Florida  Bay  and  nearshore  waters  and  the 

25  This  methodology  has  no  EPA  approval  in  the  first 

04 

25  tremendous  efforts  and  expenditures  that  are  being 

P-T-0032 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


05 


06 

07 

08 


09 


pt060 


5-234 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


P-T-0032 

P-T-0032 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

made  to  understand  and  correct  these  problems. 

1 

ecosystem  deserves  the  highest  level  of 

2 

Furthermore,  the  SEIS  states  that  because 

2 

protection,  we  ask  you  to  once  and  for  all  remove 

3 

the  Keys  major  coral  reef  tracts  are  located  on 

3 

the  Keys  from  any  potential  or  alternative  missile 

4 

the  Atlantic  side,  they  fall  outside  of  the  region 

10 

4 

launch  sites  lists.  The  SEIS  doesn't  begin  to 

5 

of  influence  affected  by  launches.  This  does  not 

5 

adequately  research  or  address  the  complex  needs 

6 

take  the  well  documented  tidal  flushing  of  bay 

6 

of  our  ecosystem.  Missile  testing  produces  no 

7 

waters  out  across  the  reef  tract  into  account. 

7 

benefits  and  many  deficits  for  the  ecological, 

8 

Any  degradation  of  bay  water  quality  has  the 

8 

economical  and  cultural  resources  of  the  Keys. 

9 

potential  to  impact  sensitive  reef  ecosystems. 

9 

This  is  a  sanctuary,  not  a  test  range  and 

10 

The  general  conclusion  of  the  SEIS 

11 

10 

we  ask  you  that  you  respect  the  reality  of  that 

11 

regarding  acidification  and  other  environmental 

11 

fact  and  the  fact  that  many  people  have  worked  for 

12 

impacts  can  be  summed  up  as  dilution  is  the 

12 

years  to  preserve  and  protect  these  islands  and 

13 

solution  to  pollution.  In  a  fragile  ecosystem 

13 

their  surrounding  waters.  We  will  never  give  up 

14 

such  as  the  Keys  that  is  already  coping  with  the 

14 

the  fight  against  missile  testing  in  the  Keys. 

15 

impacts  of  coastal  development  and  agricultural 

15 

Thank  you. 

16 

runoff,  any  dilution  potential  has  been  exhausted. 

12 

16 

(Hand  clapping.) 

17 

Impacts  from  missile  testing  such  as  the  reduction 

17 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  And  again,  from  any  of 

18 

in  dissolved  oxygen  will  only  serve  to  accelerate 

18 

you  who  may  not  have  been  here  at  the  beginning, 

19 

the  cascade  of  coastal  eutrophication  and  other 

19 

we  strongly  encourage  anyone  who  has  prepared 

20 

risks  to  this  ecosystem.  This  is  not  an 

20 

written  comments  to  please  hand  in  a  copy  to  us. 

21 

acceptable  alternative. 

13 

21 

Joe  Allen. 

P-T-0033 

22 

Speaking  on  behalf  of  Reef  Relief  and 

22 

JOE  ALLEN:  Yes,  I'm  Joe  Allen.  I'm  here 

23 

thousands  of  our  local  and  national  members  who 

23 

to  represent  all  the  people  of  Monroe  County  and 

24 

deeply  value  the  unique  and  irreplaceable  natural 

24 

especially  the  kids  who  can't  be  here  to  speak  for 

25 

resources  of  the  Keys,  and  who  believe  that  this 

25 

themselves.  I'm  a  candidate  for  state  senate, 

01 

pt06Q 
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1 

district  40,  which  is  all  of  Monroe  County  and  a 

01(cont) 

1 

still  here,  anyone  in  this  room  is  in  favor  of  the 

2 

portion  of  Dade  County.  1  was  a  recent  candidate 

2 

missile  testing  here;  show  of  hands? 

3 

for  Key  West  City  Commission  and  a  member  of  the 

3 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  I'm  not  against  it. 

4 

board  of  directors  of  Big  Brothers  and  Sisters. 

4 

GEORGE  HALLORAN:  Let  the  record  show  that 

5 

My  concern  has  always  been  and  will  be  the  health, 

5 

out  of  the  120  or  30  people  that  were  here,  two 

6 

welfare  and  safety  of  the  people. 

6 

people,  one  has  said  he  is  in  favor  of  it  and  one 

7 

There  is  only  one  road.  You've  heard  this 

02 

7 

has  said  he  is  not  opposed.  1  didn't  see  any 

8 

many  times  tonight.  1  will  not  go  over  all  my 

8 

hands  go  up  on  this  side  of  the  microphone  either. 

9 

points,  but  there  is  only  one  road.  Evacuation 

9 

1  assume  you  folks  --  any  opinions?  Even  the 

10 

now  is  almost  impossible.  In  the  case  of  an 

10 

military  apparently  here  is  not  sure  that  they  are 

11 

accident  it  will  become  totally  impossible  as 

11 

interested.  1  know  no  one  else  other  than  these 

01 

12 

everyone  tries  to  run  for  their  lives  at  the  very 

12 

two  people  in  the  room  here  in  Key  West  or  the 

13 

same  time.  It  will  put  thousands  of  us  in  harms 

13 

Florida  Keys  over  the  last  year  that  I’ve  spoken 

14 

way  and  it  will  still  be  unacceptable. 

14 

to  that  is  in  favor  of  this.  Everyone  who  has 

15 

1  will  make  this  the  cornerstone  of  my 

03 

15 

spoken  at  all  the  hearings  have  been  opposed,  with 

16 

campaign  and  whether  or  not  1  am  elected  as  state 

16 

one  or  two  exceptions.  The  percentage  of  people 

17 

senator,  1  will  always  oppose  it.  Thank  you. 

17 

who  want  this  to  happen  here  is  minuscule  and  1 

18 

(Hand  clapping.) 

18 

think  that  should  have  some  bearing  in  your  EIS. 

19 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  George  Halloran,  Sesse 

19 

The  people  themselves  are  a  part  of  the 

20 

Brown.  Can't  read  this.  Looks  like  Pike,  Malcolm 

20 

environment  and  your  pretty  much  dismissal  of  the 

02 

21 

and  Carol  Colburn. 

P-T-0034 

21 

negative  comments  in  the  EIS  is  to  me,  quite 

22 

GEORGE  HALLORAN:  I'm  George  Halloran  from 

22 

surprising.  The  thousands  of  signatures  you 

23 

Key  West  and  I'm  opposed  to  missile  testing  in  the 

23 

received  and  petitions  don't  seem  to  have  affected 

24 

Keys  and  many  of  the  people  here  have  left 

24 

the  EIS  and  that  is  a  very  important  part  of  it. 

25 

already,  but  1  would  like  to  ask  those  that  are 

25 

The  environment,  that  is  the  humanity  of 
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1 

it,  has  been  pretty  much  pushed  aside.  1  read 

1 

all  of  those  species  overlaps  so  that  the  entire 

2 

through  the  EIS  and  a  number  of  items  in  there,  1 

2 

year  is  taken  up.  The  little  black  boxes  all 

3 

thought  were  handled  inadequately  and  I'll  just 

3 

across  the  various  species  encompass  the  entire 

07 

4 

give  one  example  which  Robin  has  already 

4 

year  in  all  three  locations.  And  while  we 

5 

mentioned. 

5 

certainly  don't  want  this  in  the  Keys,  1 

6 

You  talked  about  the  temporary  acidic 

03 

6 

personally  and  I’m  sure  many  others  would  not  like 

7 

increase  in  the  water,  but  the  purpose  of  an 

7 

to  see  this  pushed  off  even  to  the  islands  of  the 

8 

environmental  study  is  to  tell  us  what  goes  beyond 

8 

north. 

9 

that.  The  acid  will  rise.  What  will  the 

9 

Finally,  1  would  like  to  ask  someone,  1 

10 

increased  acid  do?  There  is  no  mention  of  the 

04 

10 

don't  think  you  can  probably  give  me  an  answer 

08 

11 

effect  it  will  have  on  the  flora  and  the  fauna, 

11 

tonight,  what  this  study  costs.  The  expertise 

12 

the  benthic  community,  the  birds.  There  should  be 

12 

that  was  in  this  room  tonight  puts  the  people  who 

13 

one  further  step  taken,  but  many  of  the  items  in 

13 

did  this  study  to  shame.  And  if  this  study  cost 

14 

this  study,  a  disaster  could  easily  occur.  There 

05 

14 

any  more  than  50  bucks,  1  think  our  taxpayer's 

15 

is  no  body  count.  There  is  no  suggestion  of  what 

15 

dollars  have  been  wasted.  Thank  you. 

16 

actually  could  occur,  how  many  people  could  die, 

16 

(Hand  clapping.) 

17 

what  would  happen  if  the  missile  veered  off  to  a 

17 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Sesse  Brown.  No 

18 

heavily  populated  area  like  the  school.  There  is 

18 

response.  Carol  Colburn. 

P-T-0035 

19 

no  real  examination  of  the  final  effect  on  the 

19 

CAROL  COLBURN:  My  name  is  Carol  Colburn. 

01 

20 

environment.  Again,  the  people. 

20 

I’m  a  resident  and  property  owner  in  Key  West. 

21 

1  would  like  to  put  in  a  word  for  the 

21 

This  is  the  third  time  I've  come  before  you  folks 

22 

environment  elsewhere  also.  We  listed  in  the  EIS 

22 

to  voice  my  concern.  It's  incredulous  to  me  that 

23 

the  various  endangered  and  threatened  species. 

23 

this  is  still  continuing,  that  my  tax  dollars  paid 

24 

Those  same  species  are  existing  in  Santa  Rosa 

06 

24 

for  this  document,  which  is  either  the  most 

25 

Island  and  Cape  San  Bias.  The  nesting  times  of 

25 

incompetent  document  ever  written  or  the  most 
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1 

deceptful  one,  1  don't  know  which.  But  either 

1 

Mrs.  Malcolm  Pike,  I'm  not  sure.  Or  maybe  just 

2 

way,  the  military  should  be  embarrassed. 

2 

filled  out  the  card  twice.  There  is  no  one  else 

3 

Shirley  Freeman  and  her  group  that  came  in 

3 

here.  That  exhausts  the  list  of  speakers  who 

4 

here  tonight  should  be  hired  by  you  folks  to  do 

4 

signed  up  to  speak  this  evening.  We  greatly 

5 

this  environmental  impact  study.  They  at  least 

5 

appreciate  your  time  and  effort  in  coming  down  to 

6 

understand  what  is  going  on  down  here.  If  General 

02 

6 

be  at  this  meeting.  Is  there  anyone  who  hasn't 

7 

Lyle  wants  to  cut  his  losses  now,  it  would  be 

7 

already  spoken  -  I'm  sorry,  sir,  you  already  had 

8 

very,  very  wise  and  smart  of  him  to  take  the  Keys 

8 

your  chance. 

9 

off  the  list  completely  before  this  gets  any  more 

9 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  1  just  wanted  to 

10 

embarrassing  because  1  as  a  tax  paying  citizen 

10 

ask  one  other  question. 

11 

find  this  document  a  waste  of  my  taxpayer's 

11 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  You  already  had  you 

12 

dollars  and  everybody's  elses  time  that  we  have  to 

12 

chance  to  speak. 

13 

come  up  here,  spend  our  time,  your  time,  to  fight 

13 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  Yeah,  but  1  was 

14 

something,  as  somebody  said,  1  protested  the  war 

14 

very  short.  1  didn’t  take  two  or  three  minutes. 

15 

back  in  the  60's,  1  didn't  think  1  would  be 

15 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Well,  1  need  to  first 

16 

protesting  a  war  in  my  back  yard  when  1  retired. 

16 

find  out  if  there  is  anybody  else  who  wanted  to 

17 

So  please,  take  the  Keys  off  the  list,  go  find 

17 

speak.  Is  there  anybody  else  that  didn't  sign  up 

18 

somewhere  else  to  do  it  and  hopefully,  it  won't 

18 

that  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity?  Sir,  if 

19 

impact  anybody  else's  back  yard  either.  Thank 

19 

you  would  approach  and  state  your  name  for  the 

20 

you. 

20 

record,  please. 

21 

21 

ROBERT  ELIOT:  My  name  is  Robert  Eliot. 

P-T-0036 

(Hands  clapping.) 

22 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  I'm  a  bit  confused  by 

22 

I'm  retired  Navy  admiral.  1  was  in  the  dental 

23 

this  one  entry  here.  Perhaps  it  is  the  same 

23 

corp.  1  was  a  little  shocked  this  evening  to  hear 

01 

24 

address  as  Malcolm  Pike,  but  perhaps  it's  another 

24 

all  the  negative  comments  that  were  made  about  the 

25 

resident  at  that  address.  Perhaps  it's 

25 

Air  Force.  Having  served  33  years  in  the  Navy,  1 
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1 

know  that  we  all  have  served  this  country,  do  the 

1 

guess  I’m  one  of  two  that  are  ambivalent  about  the 

2 

very  best  we  can.  We  are  sworn  to  do  that  and  I'm 

2 

whole  issue.  But  if  things  come  to  a  point  where 

3 

disappointed  to  hear  some  of  the  personal  comments 

3 

we  need  to  have  something  to  protect  our  own 

4 

that  were  made  to  these  officers. 

4 

people,  1  am  willing  to  sacrifice  that. 

5 

Now,  whether  or  not  we  should  have  missile 

5 

Now  1  realize  1  don't  live  out  on  Cudjoe 

6 

testing  in  the  Keys,  I'm  not  against  it  if  it's 

6 

Key  and  1  realize  too  that  it's  not  a  popular 

7 

something  that  we  need.  We  do  know  that  a  lot  of 

7 

statement  to  make,  saying  you’re  not  opposed  to 

8 

the  missiles  are  used  in  the  Gulf  war  and  they 

8 

it,  so  1  presume  that's  why  there  are  not  more 

9 

were  used  to  the  disadvantage  of  our  country  and 

9 

people  here  who  feel  as  1  do,  because  it's  an 

10 

had  we  had  a  system  that  could  have  eliminated 

10 

unpopular  position.  But  my  own  feeling  is,  if 

11 

them,  we  would  have  protected  some  of  our  men  who 

11 

it's  necessary  to  protect  our  country  and  protect 

12 

were  over  there.  We  don't  know  when  there  is 

12 

particularly  the  boys  who  fight  for  our  country 

13 

going  to  be  another  war  or  whether  there  is  going 

13 

and  the  women,  well  I'm  not  against  it. 

14 

to  be  just  an  incident.  What  1  feel  that  anything 

14 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  1  wrote  down  your  name 

15 

we  can  do  in  our  country  to  protect  our  service 

15 

here.  If  you  would  fill  out  the  rest  of  it  for 

16 

people,  we  should. 

16 

us,  1  would  appreciate  it.  Anyone  else  who  has 

17 

You  know,  Roger  Kippling  wrote  a  poem  and 

17 

not  spoken  this  evening  that  would  like  to  take 

18 

1  paraphrase  it  and  it's  Johnny  this  and  Johnny 

18 

the  opportunity?  If  you  would  come  up  to  the 

19 

that  and  Johnny  blast  your  soul,  but  they  calls 

19 

microphone.  State  your  name  for  us  and  fill  out  a 

P-T-0037 

20 

him  Mr.  Atkins  when  the  drums  begin  to  roll.  Its 

20 

card  afterwards,  1  would  appreciate  it. 

21 

alright  that  we  can  malign  our  service  people  when 

21 

HARRIET  NELSON:  My  name  is  Harriet  Marks 

01 

22 

things  are  at  peace,  but  when  war  comes,  they  are 

22 

Nelson.  I'm  a  resident  of  Key  West  and  1  think 

23 

put  in  front  of  all  the  lines.  1  know  that  there 

23 

everybody  who  are  sharing  their  views,  1  want  to 

24 

is  a  lot  of  emotion  related  to  this  Issue  and 

24 

share  mine.  1  stand  here  as  a  64  year  old  woman, 

25 

there  are  you  people  that  come  out  here  tonight,  1 

25 

a  daughter  of  a  92  year  old  father,  a  mother  of  3 
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1  kids,  and  a  grandmother  of  11 .  And  I  have  served 

2  the  United  States  Navy,  Department  of  Defense  as  a 

3  teacher,  as  a  nurse  overseas.  I  have  seen  World 

4  War  II.  I  have  seen  the  Korean  War,  the 

5  Vietnamese  War,  the  Gulf  War.  I  live  here  in  the 

6  Keys  and  I  only  pray  that  my  11  grand  kids  get  to 

7  partake  of  some  of  our  environment  before  it  is 

8  totally  destroyed. 

9  Do  I  want  to  malign  the  service  people  who 

10  protect  our  country?  No,  sir,  not  at  all.  The 

11  methods,  perhaps,  we  have  become  so  technically 

1 2  involved  that  we  lose  sight  of  what  the  sun  is 

1 3  like  when  it  rises  in  the  morning  and  sets  at 

14  night,  what  our  waters  -- 1  have  learned  to  fish 

15  when  I  was  four  years  old.  The  difference  in  the 

1 6  quality  of  the  water  and  the  environment  from  then 

17  in  the  60  years  is  tremendous.  It's  tremendous 

18  because  of  missiles,  of  bombs,  of  atomic  energy, 

19  of  nuclear  energy  that  proliferates. 

20  When  we  grew  we  didn’t  see  the  sickness  In 

21  kids  that  we  see  today.  How  many  people  have 

22  asthma  and  suffer  from  cancer.  I'm  retired  as  a 

23  research  nurse  on  the  Albert  Einstein  College  of 

24  Medicine  in  New  York  and  I'm  overwhelmed  at  the 

25  impact  of  technology  on  the  health  of  our  people. 


1  And  there  has  to  be  another  way  and  there  has  to 

2  be  another  place  to  test  the  missiles  that  you 

3  feel  necessary  to  protect  our  lives. 

4  Please  don't  destroy  yet  another 

5  beautiful,  free  land  that  we  live  in  down  here.  I 

6  thank  you. 

7  (Hand  clapping.) 

8  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Anyone  else  who  hasn't 

9  spoken  tonight?  If  there  is  a  question  you  want 

10  to  put  to  one  of  these  gentlemen,  I  think  we're 

11  going  to  adjourn  first  and  if  there  is  no  one  new 

12  to  speak,  the  gentlemen  will  stand  around,  if  you 

13  have  a  particular  question.  We're  going  to  go 

14  ahead  and  adjourn  at  9:59. 

15  Excuse  me,  we  have  to  do  this,  out  of 

16  fairness  to  everyone,  we  haven't  given  anyone  else 

17  a  second  chance  at  any  of  these  hearings.  We're 

1 8  going  to  go  ahead  and  adjourn  this  meeting  at  9:59 

19  p.m.  Thank  you. 

20  (Whereupon  meeting  adjourned  at  9:59  p.m.) 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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THEATER  MISSILE  DEFENSE  EXTENDED  TEST  RANGE 
SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


EGLIN  GULF  TEST  RANGE 


PUBLIC  MEETING 


March  13,  1998 
6:00  p.m. 

Marathon  Government  Center,  Marathon,  FL 


FLORIDA  KEYS  REPORTING,  INC, 
91421  Overseas  Highway 
Tavernier,  FL  33070 


FLORIDA  KEYS  REPORTING,  INC.  (305)  852-2153 


MR,  MICHAELSON:  Good  evening  and 
welcome  to  tonight's  public  hearing  on  the 
Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  Supplemental  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  My  name  is 
Lewis  Michaelson.  I  have  been  asked  by  the 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the 
Air  Force  to  moderate  tonight's  meeting. 

Before  I  go  over  tonight's  agenda  and  ground 
rules,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  introduce  you  to  the  Government 
representatives  who  are  here  with  us  tonight. 
Representing  the  Air  Force  Development  Test 
Center  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  is  Major  Tom 
Kennedy.  Major  Kennedy,  as  a  Theater  Missile 
Defense  Test  Manager,  has  a  responsibility  for 
preparing  the  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Seated  to  his  right  is 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Rick  Leonard,  who  is  from 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization. 

Also  in  the  audience  we  have  Colonel  Jim 


Heald,  commander  of  the  46th  Test  Wing 
Operations  Group  at  Eglin. 

To  start  the  meeting,  I  would  like  to 
take  a  minute  to  briefly  outline  the  purpose 
of  tonight's  hearing  and  to  go  over  the 
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agenda,  so  that  you  will  know  what  to  expect 

2  as  we  proceed.  Just  over  a  year  ago  the 

3  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the 

4  Air  Force  held  scoping  meetings  here  in  the 

5  Keys  and  in  northern  Florida,  on  the  Theater 

6  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test  Range  Proposal. 

7  The  purpose  of  those  scoping  meetings  was  to 

8  obtain  your  comments  on  the  environmental 

9  issues  that  you  believe  they  should  examine  in 

10  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 

11  Statement.  Scoping  comments  from  the  public 

12  as  well  as  agencies  were  then  used  in  the 

1 3  preparation  of  the  draft  Supplemental 

14  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  is  the 

1 5  subject  of  this  public  hearing  tonight. 

16  Tonight’s  public  hearing  then  has 

17  three  essential  purposes.  The  first  is  to 

18  describe  to  you  the  nature  of  the  program  that 

19  is  being  examined  in  the  Environmental  Impact 

20  Statement.  The  second  is  to  briefly  describe 

21  the  EIS  process  and  the  Findings  in  the  draft 

22  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  or 

23  SEIS,  as  it  is  known  by  its  initials.  The 

24  third  and  primary  purpose  is  to  listen  to  your 

25  concerns  and  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS.  Your 
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oral  comments  will  then  be  used  in  the 


2  preparation  of  the  final  SEIS. 

3  I  would  like  to  go  over  the  agenda 

4  now.  From  6:00  to  7:00  the  Ballistic  Missile 

5  Defense  Organization  Air  Force  representatives 

6  were  available  to  answer  your  questions  on  the 

7  proposed  action  in  the  Environmental  Impact 

8  Statement.  Hopefully,  I  know  many  of  you  did 

9  take  advantage  of  that  opportunity.  The 

10  remainder  of  the  hearing  is  as  follows:  After 

11  I  finish  my  introductory  remarks,  we  will  have 

12  a  presentation  by  Major  Tom  Kennedy,  who  will 

1 3  provide  a  brief  description  of  the  Theater 

14  Missile  Defense  Extended  Range  Test  followed 

15  by  an  overview  of  the  environmental  impacts 

16  that  are  identified  and  assessed  in  the  SEIS. 

17  The  last  item  on  the  agenda,  public 

1 8  comments,  is  really  the  most  important. 

1 9  Remember  that  the  draft  SEIS  is  just  that,  a 

20  draft.  This  is  your  opportunity  to  tell  the 

21  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  and  the 

22  Air  Force  how  they  can  improve  their  analysis 

23  of  potential  environmental  impacts  before  the 

24  document  is  finalized  and  before  a  decision  on 

25  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  the  proposed 
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1  action  is  made.  There  are  a  few  points  I  will 

2  make  on  comments  tonight.  If  you  have  already 

3  signed  up  to  speak,  and  there  are  quite  a 

4  number,  that  is  great.  If  not  and  you  would 

5  like  to,  if  you  would  please  go  to  the 

6  registration  table,  pick  up  one  of  these  white 

7  cards  and  fill  it  out.  It  just  makes  the 

8  process  easier  for  us  to  call  someone  as  a 

9  speaker. 

10  Everyone  will  have  four  minutes  to 

11  speak.  The  Air  Force  also  has  a  court 

12  reporter  here  tonight  seated  to  my  left.  She 

1 3  is  here  to  make  a  verbatim  transcript  of  this 

14  hearing,  so  that  your  oral  comments  will  be 

15  recorded  accurately.  And  it  is  important  that 

16  when  commenters  are  speaking,  to  please 

17  refrain  from  any  comments  from  the  audience, 

18  so  the  court  reporter  can  hear  and  record  that 

19  speaker’s  comments.  As  a  part  of  preparing 

20  the  transcript,  an  audio  recording  of 

21  tonight’s  hearing  is  being  made  as  well. 

22  You  may  also  make  your  comments  in 

23  writing.  And  there  are  four  ways  to  do  that. 

24  You  may  hand  in  written  comments  that  you 

25  brought  with  you  tonight  to  me  or  the  person 


1  at  the  registration  table.  There  are  also 

2  written  comment  sheets,  which  you  can  take 

3  advantage  of,  fill  those  out  and  turn  those  in 

4  tonight.  And  they  will  also  be  entered  into 

5  the  record  as  written  comments.  You  may  also 

6  mail  in  your  written  comments  to  the  name  and 

7  address  which  appear  on  the  back  of  this  fact 

8  sheet.  And  finally  you  will  also  find  this 

9  e-mail  address  on  there,  TMD@EGLIN.AF.MIL.  So 

1 0  you  can  also  e-mail  your  comments  in  if  that 

11  is  more  convenient  for  you.  Which  ever  option 

12  you  choose  for  sending  in  written  comments,  it 

13  will  be  entered  into  the  formal  record  of 

14  public  comments  on  the  draft  SEIS.  And  they 

15  will  be  given  the  same  consideration  as  oral 

16  comments  received  tonight.  If  you  choose  to 

17  mail  them  in,  please  be  sure  to  send  them  by 

18  April  3, 1998,  which  is  the  closing  date  for 

19  the  comment  period. 

20  To  receive  the  final  SEIS,  there  are 

21  three  ways  to  do  that.  First  of  all,  if  you 

22  received  the  draft  in  the  mail,  you  are 

23  already  on  the  list.  And  you  will 

24  automatically  receive  the  final  SEIS.  If  you 

25  comment  tonight  and  provide  your  name  and 
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1  address  or  provide  a  written  comment  and  your 

2  name  and  address,  we  add  commenters  to  the 

3  list  to  receive  the  final  document  as  well, 

4  If  you  don't  meet  either  one  of  those 

5  conditions,  then  if  you  will  pick  up  one  of 

6  these  yellow  cards  at  the  registration  table 

7  and  fill  it  out,  you  will  be  added  to  the  list 

8  to  receive  the  final  document.  Also  if  you 

9  prefer,  there  is  an  executive  summary  that  is 

1 0  prepared,  so  if  you  don't  want  to  read  or  have 

11  the  very  large  volume  of  documents  that  are 

12  associated,  you  can  get  the  executive  summary 

1 3  and  check  that  box  as  well.  In  addition, 

14  there  are  copies  of  the  draft  and  some  copies 

15  of  the  final  SEIS  in  the  information 

16  repository,  and  those  are  listed  on  the  back 

17  of  this  as  well. 

18  Finally,  it  is  important  for  you  to 

19  understand  that  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

20  Organization  and  the  Air  Force  representatives 

21  who  are  here  today  are  not  here  to  make  any 

22  decisions  tonight.  Their  role  is  to  take  the 

23  results  of  the  public  comment  process, 

24  including  the  comments  received  at  this 

25  hearing,  and  to  make  sure  that  they  are 


1  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  final 

2  SEIS.  Their  main  purpose  in  being  here 

3  tonight  is  to  listen  to  your  suggestions  and 

4  concerns  first  hand.  We  will  now  begin 

5  tonight's  meeting  with  Major  Kennedy's 

6  presentation. 

7  MAJOR  KENNEDY:  Thank  you,  Lewis. 

8  Good  evening,  1  am  Major  Tom  Kennedy.  I  work 

9  for  Colonel  Heald  in  the  46th  Test  Wing.  We 

10  are  representing  Major  General  Michael 

11  Kostelnik,  Commander  of  the  Air  Force 

1 2  Development  Test  Center  at  Eglin  Air  Force 

1 3  Base.  My  job  is  to  determine  if  it  is 

14  feasible  to  test  Theater  Missile  Defense 

15  Systems  within  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range.  The 

16  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

17  requires  Federal  decision  makers  consider  the 

1 8  impact  on  the  environment  along  with  the 

19  safety,  cost,  schedule,  and  technical 

20  requirements.  One  of  the  first  steps  in  doing 

21  this  is  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental 

22  Impact  Statement.  The  purpose  of  this 

23  statement  is  to  describe  the  supplemental  -- 

24  excuse  me.  The  purpose  of  this  presentation 

25  is  to  describe  the  Supplemental  Environmental 
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1  Impact  Statement.  For  simplicity,  I  will 

2  refer  to  this  document  as  the  SEIS. 

3  First,  I  will  describe  the  proposed 

4  action  our  team  evaluated  in  the  SEIS.  Then  I 

5  will  describe  the  findings  in  the  SEIS.  The 

6  proposed  action  is  to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf 

7  Test  Range  to  test  Theater  Missile  Defense 

8  Systems  against  target  missiles  with  ranges  up 

9  to  1 1 00  kilometers  or  approximately  685  miles. 

10  There  are  two  primary  organizations 

11  involved  with  the  SEIS.  The  Ballistic  Missile 

12  Defense  Organization  is  a  Department  of 

13  Defense  level  organization  that  is  established 

14  by  congress.  They  are  responsible  for 

15  developing  and  managing  the  development  and 

16  acquisition  of  missile  defense  systems  for  all 

17  services.  As  such,  they  are  the  proponent  for 

18  this  action.  This  means  the  director  of  the 

1 9  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  will 

20  make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  select 

21  any  of  the  alternatives  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

22  Range.  The  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

23  Organization  asked  the  Air  Force  Development 

24  Test  Center  to  lead  the  steps  required  to 

25  develop  test  capabilities  here.  That  is  why 


1  we  are  writing  the  SEIS  for  them.  This  SEIS 

2  supplements  two  eariier  Environmental  Impact 

3  Statements. 

4  In  1993,  the  Ballistic  Missile 

5  Defense  Organization  completed  Theater  Missile 

6  Defense  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 

7  Statements.  This  is  a  broad  EIS  that 

8  considered  the  general  environmental  impacts 

9  of  dropping  Theater  Missile  Defense  Systems. 

10  It  is  a  baseline  for  location  specific  EIS's. 

11  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test 

12  Range  EIS  completed  in  1994  considered  the 

1 3  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  at 

14  four  ranges,  White  Sands  Missile  Range  in  New 

15  Mexico,  the  Western  Test  Range  off  California, 

16  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  and  Kwajalein 

17  Missile  Range  in  the  Western  Pacific.  At  that 

18  time,  White  Sands  and  Kwajalein  were  selected 

19  as  Theater  Missile  Defense  Extended  Test 

20  Ranges.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  was  not 

21  selected  because  of  the  difficulty  and  cost  of 

22  providing  a  sea  launched  target,  the  only 

23  option  considered  at  that  time.  This  SEIS 

24  supplements  the  1994  Extended  Test  Range  EIS. 

25  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Key  West  Naval 
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1 


Air  Station,  and  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station 
regularly  use  vast  amounts  of  airspace  over 
the  eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  blue  line 


1 


interceptors  are  ground  based  and  some  are  sea 
based.  The  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  will  provide 
the  flexibility  to  test  either  type  of  system. 


2 

3 

4  defines  the  area  -  the  airspace  that  Eglin 

5  Air  Force  Base  has  scheduling  responsibility 

6  for,  while  this  is  the  area  scheduled  by  Naval 

7  Air  Station,  Key  West.  There  is  no  other 

8  location  within  the  continental  United  States 

9  that  combines  so  much  available  military 

10  airspace  with  low  population  density.  The 

11  large  size  of  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  makes 

1 2  it  ideal  for  performing  tests  that  cover  long 

13  distances,  such  as  Theater  Missile  Defense 

14  Testing.  Also  the  missile  flights  can  be  done 

1 5  over  the  broad  open  water  of  the  gulf  which 

16  greatly  enhances  safety. 

17  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  has  existing 

18  radar,  optical,  and  other  sensor  systems  to 

19  conduct  its  current  missions.  These  types  of 

20  instrumentation  systems  are  expensive  to 

21  develop  from  the  ground  up.  By  enhancing  an 

22  existing  range  like  Eglin,  we  can  save  the  tax 

23  payers  millions  of  dollars. 

24  To  determine  if  an  interceptor  works, 

25  you  have  to  test  it  against  a  target.  Some 


2 

3 

4  I  will  describe  the  preferred 

5  alternatives  first.  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

6  Range  to  be  enhanced  for  use  as  a  Theater 

7  Missile  Defense  Test  and  Training  Range, 

8  launching  options  for  both  interceptor 

9  missiles  and  target  missiles  would  have  to  be 

10  selected.  Although  no  final  decisions  will  be 

11  made  until  the  Record  of  Decisions  is  reached, 

12  the  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

13  Organization  indicated  last  November  that 

14  these  are  the  alternatives  he  would  prefer  to 

1 5  use  over  the  other  alternatives  considered. 

16  After  I  describe  that,  I  will  describe  the 

17  other  alternatives  consider. 

18  These  alternatives  are  shown  in  the 

19  hand  out  you  should  have  received  when  you 

20  arrived.  Since  the  interceptors  are  the 

21  actual  things  being  tested,  I  will  start  with 

22  them.  Interceptors  could  be  ground-based  here 

23  on  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  properties  on  Santa 

24  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias.  Interceptors 

25  can  also  be  ship-based  in  the  open  gulf  within 
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1  the  military  airspace. 

2  I  will  now  discuss  the  method  of 

3  delivering  target  missiles.  The  primary 

4  proposed  method  of  delivering  target  missiles 

5  is  the  air-drop  system  currently  in 

6  development.  Air-drop  is  a  term  that  the 

7  Ballistic  Defense  Missile  Organization  uses 

8  for  short  range  air  launch  targets. 

9  Certainly,  the  only  air  launch  targets  that 

1 0  are  certified  as  final  are  limited  to  flights 

11  less  than  600  kilometers,  which  is  about  375 

1 2  miles.  They  would  be  launched  over  the  open 

13  Gulf.  Air  launch  targets  provide  a  lot  of 

14  flexibility  because  of  the  potential  location 

15  and  the  distances  that  could  be  used.  We  are 

1 6  also  considering  the  potential  to  launch 

17  target  missiles  from  ground-based  locations  on 

18  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape  San  Bias. 

19  Finally,  all  intercepts  would  take 

20  place  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  This  ensures 

21  the  debris  can  be  contained  over  the  water, 

22  which  is  one  of  our  safety  criteria.  This  is 

23  a  diagram  of  how  the  proposed  air-drop  target 

24  would  work.  The  missile  is  pulled  out  of  the 

25  back  of  an  airplane  on  a  sled  by  a  parachute. 


1  After  it  clears  the  airplane,  the  missile  and 

2  the  sled  separate.  There  is  another  parachute 

3  attached  to  the  missile.  After  the  missile 

4  rights  itself,  the  parachute  is  released,  the 

5  missile  is  ignited  and  flies  to  its  prescribed 

6  landing 

7  area. 

8  Even  though  the  director  of  the 

9  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  defined 

1 0  his  preferred  alternative,  we  are  required  by 

11  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 

12  to  consider  all  reasonable  alternatives  to 

1 3  this  preferred  alternative.  These  are 

14  considered  in  the  Supplemental  Environmental 

15  Impact  Statement  in  the  category,  other 

16  alternatives  considered.  These  other 

1 7  alternatives  could  be  selected  if  there  were  a 

1 8  great  national  need  to  provide  a  specific  test 

19  capability.  This  national  need  could  be  due 

20  to  technical,  environmental,  or  other  national 

21  policy  considerations.  The  director  of  the 

22  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization  would 

23  make  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  use 

24  these  alternatives. 

25  Again,  starting  with  the  interceptor 
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1  alternative,  we  are  considering  launching 

1 

2  interceptor  missiles  off  a  platform  off  Santa 

2 

3  Rosa  Island  near  Cape  San  Bias.  These 

3 

4  platforms  would  allow  intercepts  closer  to  the 

4 

5  launching  point  of  the  interceptor  missile. 

5 

6  This  would  still  keep  the  missile  and  the 

6 

7  intercept  debris  off-shore  and  provide  the 

7 

8  required  safety  margins  for  personnel  and 

8 

9  equipment  directly  involved  in  the  test. 

9 

10  There  are  treaty  restrictions  against 

10 

11  launching  ballistic  missiles  from  sea-based 

11 

12  platforms  that  are  tethered  to  the  sea  floor. 

12 

13  This  prevents  us  from  considering  launching 

13 

14  target  missiles  from  platforms.  Also  in  the 

14 

1 5  other  alternatives  considered  category  are 

15 

16  land-launched  targets  from  the  Florida  Keys. 

16 

17  There  are  two  Keys  under  consideration,  Cudjoe 

17 

18  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Key,  only  one  of  which 

18 

19  would  be  chosen  if  this  alternative  were  to 

19 

20  become  necessary. 

20 

21  Although,  the  sea-based  target  launch 

21 

22  option  was  the  reason  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test 

22 

23  Range  was  not  selected  in  the  earlier  EIS,  the 

23 

24  Army  is  now  developing  the  capability  to 

24 

25  launch  target  missiles  from  a  ship.  This 

25 

ptosi 


alternative  is  limited  to  less  than  375  miles, 
just  like  the  air-launch  capability.  The 
director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
Organization  also  has  the  option  of  selecting 
a  No-action  alternative.  In  fact,  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
requires  the  decision  maker  to  consider  the 
impacts  if  the  proposed  action  should  not  take 
place.  For  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range,  the 
No-action  alternative  describes  the 
environmental  impacts  if  the  proposed  action 
to  enhance  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  for 
Theater  Missile  Defense  Testing  is  not 
implemented. 

Our  baseline  was  selected  to  analyze 
the  maximum  impacts  possible.  In  developing 
the  baseline  for  the  SEIS,  we  used  the  PATRIOT 
as  a  baseline  interceptor.  In  all  cases,  the 
analysts  used  the  best  available  data  for  the 
analysis.  The  team  used  the  Hera  target 
missile  as  a  typical  target  missile.  This  is 
because  the  Hera  is  the  biggest  target  missile 
considered.  Although  we  assumed  the  highest 
number  of  launches  proposed  at  each  site,  the 
actual  number  of  launches  will  be  considerably 
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1  less.  The  combined  potential  impacts  from  the 

2  Hera  are  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed 

3  interceptors.  At  Santa  Rosa  Island  and  Cape 

4  San  Bias  where  both  interceptors  and  targets 

5  are  proposed,  we  used  the  Hera  as  a  baseline. 

6  These  are  the  14  resource  areas  the 

7  team  evaluated  for  each  alternative. 

8  Potential  impacts  are  outlined  in  your 

9  handout.  Many  of  the  potential  impacts  are 

10  similar  at  each  site.  First,  I  will  discuss 

11  the  impacts  that  are  common  to  each  site. 

12  Then  I  will  describe  those  that  are  unique  to 

13  each  proposed  location. 

14  However,  before  I  can  discuss  any 

1 5  potential  impacts,  I  need  to  show  you  the 

1 6  launch  hazard  area  that  would  be  established 

17  for  each  alternative  location.  These  launch 

1 8  hazard  areas  define  the  regions  of  influence 

19  the  team  analyzed  at  each  site.  The  purpose 

20  of  the  launch  area  is  to  ensure  that  nobody  is 

21  inside  the  area  that  could  be  affected  should 

22  the  missile  self-destruct  or  the  range  safety 

23  officer  need  to  terminate  the  missile  flight. 

24  When  the  range  safety  officer  develops  a 

25  launch  hazard  area,  he  uses  a  computer  model. 


1  This  model  predicts  where  the  debris  from  an 

2  errant  missile  would  go  should  it  be 

3  destroyed.  He  also  considers  the  effects  of 

4  wind. 

5  Finally,  the  range  safety  officer 

6  determines  if  there  are  protected  areas  such 

7  as  private  property  within  the  launch  hazard 

8  area.  If  so,  he  establishes  wind  restrictions 

9  to  prevent  this  debris  from  falling  on  those 

10  protected  areas.  This  is  why  the  launch 

11  hazard  areas  are  different  shapes  and  sizes  at 

12  each  location.  The  launch  hazard  area  for 

13  Hera  target  missiles  is  6500  feet  without  any 

14  wind  effects.  Once  the  effects  of  wind  are 

15  considered,  the  launch  hazard  area  expands  to 

16  incorporate  any  additional  safety  area.  Here 

17  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  the  launch  hazard  area 

18  would  extend  to  Santa  Rosa  Sound  and  encompass 

19  this  portion  of  the  Island.  At  Cape  San  Bias, 

20  the  launch  hazard  area  would  go  back  into  St. 

21  Joseph  Bay.  It  extends  over  State  Road  30E. 

22  At  Cudjoe  Key,  it  encompasses  the 

23  north  west  section  of  the  Key.  It  is 

24  primarily  over  the  waters  of  the  National 

25  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White  Heron 
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National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  extends  out  to 

2  the  airspace  scheduled  by  Naval  Air  Station, 

3  Key  West.  The  launch  hazard  area  crosses 

4  Blimp  Road.  The  launch  hazard  area  of 

5  Saddlebunch  Key  is  similar  to  that  of  Cudjoe 

6  Key.  It  is  primarily  over  the  waters  of  the 

7  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  the  Great  White 

8  Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Since  the  Key 

9  is  primarily  military  property  north  of 

10  Highway  1 ,  the  launch  hazard  area  would 

11  include  that  entire  area. 

12  Now,  I  will  discuss  the  common 

13  potential  impacts.  The  first  resource  area  I 

14  will  discuss  is  air  quality.  Air  Quality 

15  impacts  would  be  similar  at  all  proposed 

16  locations.  The  primary  emissions  from  the 

17  missile  launch  are  shown  here.  The  primary 

18  emissions  of  concern  are  aluminum  oxide, 

19  carbon  monoxide,  and  hydrogen  chloride.  All 

20  of  these  emissions  are  within  the  standards 

21  established  by  the  National  Ambient  Air 

22  Quality  Standards  and  the  Environmental 

23  Protection  Agency. 

24  We  have  just  discussed  air  quality. 

25  For  airspace  use,  we  are  not  proposing 
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additional  airspace  restrictions,  so  there  are 

2  no  impacts  for  this  resource  area.  Biological 

3  Resources,  the  noise  of  a  launch  could  startle 

4  birds  and  other  wildlife.  However,  experience 

5  at  Cape  Canaveral  shows  that  after  an  initial 

6  flushing,  where  the  birds  fly  around,  they 

7  return  to  their  nest  within  a  few  minutes. 

8  There  are  also  location  specific  biological 

9  resource  potential  impacts  which  I  will 

10  discuss  in  a  few  minutes. 

11  Potential  impacts  of  cultural 

12  resources  are  site  specific.  Geology  and 

13  soils,  in  the  area  nearest  the  launch 

14  facility,  any  hydrogen  chloride  that  settles 

15  to  the  ground  may  result  in  an  increase  in 

16  surface  soil  acidity.  Increases  in  soil 

17  acidity  would  be  temporary  and  would  be 

18  diluted  and  buffered  by  rainfall.  The  amount 

19  of  aluminum  oxide  settling  on  the  ground  would 

20  not  result  in  a  substantial  change  in  soil 

21  fertility  or  be  in  concentrations  toxic  to  the 

22  growth  of  existing  plants  and  microorganisms. 

23  The  hazardous  waste  that  would  be  produced  by 

24  this  program  consists  primarily  of  solvent 

25  soaked  cleaning  rags.  The  amount  generated 
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1  easily  fits  within  the  current  capability  of 

2  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  and  the  Naval  Air 

3  Station,  Key  West. 

4  For  land  and  water  use,  the  launch 

5  hazard  area  would  be  cleared  of  people  and 

6  private  vehicles  up  to  four  hours  on  launch 

7  day.  This  would  restrict  access  to  the  land 

8  and  water  areas  within  the  launch  hazard  area. 

9  This  includes  the  waters  off-shore  which  would 

10  also  be  cleared  of  boats  for  up  to  four  hours. 

1 1  The  peak  noise  at  the  edge  of  the 

12  launch  hazard  area  is  predicted  to  be  98  dBA. 

13  This  is  similar  to  a  jackhammer.  This  would 

14  only  be  a  momentary  sound.  The  continuous 

15  sound  level  is  to  be  80  dBA  for  forty-five 

16  seconds.  This  is  similar  to  a  portable  hair 

1 7  dryer  at  one  foot  away.  Both  of  these  are 

18  within  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 

19  Administration  exposure  limits  of  115  dBA  for 

20  15  minutes.  So  there  would  be  no  health 

21  related  sound  exposure  outside  the  launch 

22  hazard  area.  Should  launches  occur  before 

23  7:00  a.m.,  it  is  anticipated  that  some  people 

24  may  be  awakened  by  launch  noise.  Safety  is 

25  primarily  defined  by  the  launch  hazard  area. 


1  The  policy  of  the  Air  Force 

2  Development  Test  Center  is  that  the  general 

3  public  will  not  have  any  additional  risk  due 

4  to  test  activities  than  they  would  experience 

5  in  everyday  life.  The  potential  impacts  of 

6  socio-economics  are  similar  to  those  for  land 

7  and  water  use,  as  the  launch  hazard  area  would 

8  also  have  to  be  cleared  of  commercial 

9  activities.  This  clearance  would  occur  up  to 

10  four  hours  on  launch  day.  Each  Hera  target 

11  missile  launch  could  result  in  over 

12  $100,000.00  in  personnel  per  diem.  Each 

1 3  interceptor  missile  launch  could  result  in 

14  nearly  $150,000.00  in  per  diem  expenditures. 

15  The  potential  impacts  of 

16  transportation  are  location  specific.  The 

17  utilities  currently  available  at  each  location 

1 8  are  sufficient  to  handle  the  requirements  of 

19  the  proposed  program.  However,  bottled  water 

20  and  portable  toilets  may  be  used  to  reduce  any 

21  impacts  on  these  resources.  Visual 

22  aesthetics,  each  of  the  proposed  sites  has 

23  historically  been  used  for  military  purposes. 

24  The  visual  aesthetics  of  the  proposed 

25  facilities  would  be  consistent  with  the 
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1 


traffic  in  the  year  2005.  The  additional 


Water  resources,  temporary  small 
increases  of  surface  water  acidity  may  occur. 

The  amount  of  time  for  these  to  dilute  depends 
on  water  movement  and  activity.  The  amount  of 
acid  created  is  not  expected  to  be  harmful  to 
wildlife.  I  will  now  discuss  potential 
impacts  for  each  proposed  site. 

On  Santa  Rosa  Island,  these  are  the 
potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources.  The 
facilities  at  Santa  Rosa  Island  site  A-15  are 
potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  This  is 
due  to  the  BOMARC  missile  testing  that 
occurred  there  from  1959  to  1985.  These  are 
considered  cold  war  era  facilities.  The 
potential  impacts  would  be  the  modification  of 
these  facilities  from  their  original  intent. 

For  transportation,  the  Florida 
Department  of  Transportation  estimates  U.S.  98 
will  be  over  capacity  by  the  year  2005.  These 
are  current,  average,  daily,  traffic  counts. 

This  is  the  current  capacity  of  the  U.S.  98. 

As  you  can  see,  some  of  the  sections  are 
already  over  capacity.  This  is  the  estimated 


amount  of  traffic  due  to  the  proposed  testing 
adds  very  little  traffic  to  this  total.  The 
project  traffic  is  primarily  rental  vehicles 
used  by  the  engineers  and  technicians 
preparing  the  missiles  for  launch.  This 
maximum  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple  of 
days  for  each  launch. 

At  Cape  San  Bias  the  potential 
impacts  to  biological  resources  are  a 
line-of-sight  corridor  5500  feet  long  and  40 
feet  wide  which  is  needed  for  the  range  safety 
instrumentation  currently  planned  for  Hera 
target  launches.  This  would  pass  within  75 
feet  of  a  Bald  Eagle's  nest.  This  violates 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Primary 
Protection  Zone  of  450  meters,  which  is 
approximately  1475  feet. 

Cape  San  Bias  has  the  highest  sea 
turtle  nesting  density  in  northwest  Florida, 
approximately  15.3  nests  per  mile.  Since  a 
lot  of  launch  preparations  would  occur  during 
the  night  prior  to  the  launch,  sea  turtles 
would  be  adversely  affected  during  nesting  and 
hatching  seasons.  The  launch  facilities  to 
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support  a  Hera  target  launch  site  would  cause 
a  permanent  loss  of  1 .62  acres  of  wetland 
habitat  that  is  used  by  a  variety  of  birds. 


1 


For  cultural  resources,  Hera  target 
missile  launches  could  cause  short-term  noise 
levels  of  124  dBA  in  the  area  of  the 
Lighthouse  and  Keeper's  Quarters.  These 
historic  facilities  are  inside  the  launch 
hazard  area.  This  has  a  potential  to  damage 
the  Lighthouse  lens  and  the  Keeper's  Quarters. 
Potential  impacts  to  transportation  are  that 
State  Road  30E  would  have  to  be  closed  on  each 
side  of  the  launch  hazard  area  approximately 
one  hour  prior  to  the  missile  launch.  This  is 
a  standard  practice  that  we  have  used  for 
other  missile  launches  from  Cape  San  Bias. 
Emergency  vehicles  would  be  allowed  access. 
Traffic  would  be  increased  by  40  percent  on 
State  Road  30E  during  the  last  couple  of  weeks 
leading  up  to  a  launch.  This  represents  a 
total  of  less  than  2000  vehicles  projected  for 
the  year  2005.  This  is  well  within  the  total 
capacity  of  State  Road  30E  of  9200  daily 


vehicles. 


In  the  Keys,  the  potential  impact  to 


biological  resources  are  that  the  proposed 
launch  site  on  Saddlebunch  Key  would  disturb 
up  to  2.23  acres  of  wetland.  There  would  be 
no  additional  wetlands  disturbed  at  Cudjoe 
Key.  There  is  a  potential  that  vegetation 
near  the  launch  site  would  be  singed. 

However,  at  the  Hera  launch  from  Fort  Wingate 
last  November,  snow  20  feet  from  the  launch 


site  was  not  melted.  The  Florida  Game  and 


Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission  performed  a  survey 
at  Cudjoe  Key  last  spring  to  try  to  determine 
the  Silver  Rice  Rat  population.  The  Silver 
Rice  Rat  is  on  the  Federal  listing  as  an 
endangered  species.  No  Silver  Rice  Rats  were 
captured  after  one  week  of  trapping. 

The  potential  impacts  to  cultural 
resources,  are  at  Cudjoe  Key,  the  Cudjoe  Key 
aerostat  facilities  are  potentially  eligible 
for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  These  facilities  may  be 
eligible  because  they  are  considered  cold  war 
era  facilities.  The  potential  impact  would  be 


the  modification  of  these  facilities  from 


their  original  intent. 

Potential  transportation  impacts,  if 
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1  the  Cudjoe  Key  alternative  were  to  be 

2  selected,  Blimp  Road  would  be  closed  at 

3  Asturius  Road.  This  closure  would  last  up  to 

4  four  hours  on  launch  day.  This  would  not 

5  restrict  access  to  or  from  Cudjoe  Acres.  The 

6  Florida  Department  of  Transportation  estimates 

7  that  Highway  1  will  be  over  capacity  by  the 

8  year  2005.  These  are  the  current,  average, 

9  daily,  traffic  counts.  This  is  the  current 

10  capacity  of  Highway  1 .  This  is  the  estimated 

11  traffic  in  the  year  2005.  The  additional 

12  amount  of  traffic  due  to  proposed  testing  adds 

13  very  little  traffic  to  this  total.  This 

14  project  traffic  is  primarily  rental  vehicles 

15  used  by  the  engineers  and  technicians 

16  preparing  the  missile  for  launch.  This 

17  maximum  traffic  would  only  be  for  a  couple  of 

1 8  days  before  each  launch. 

1 9  Some  of  the  launches,  all  of  the 

20  missile  flights,  and  the  intercepts  would 

21  occur  over  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  These  are  some 

22  of  the  potential  impacts  for  the  Gulf.  In 

23  airspace,  the  existing  airspace  warning  areas 

24  would  be  closed  to  aircraft  for  a  period  of  up 

25  to  four  hours.  This  would  result  in  rerouting 


1  commercial  aircraft  around  these  warning 

2  areas,  a  standard  procedure  used  today. 

3  For  biological  resources,  the  effects 

4  of  sonic  booms  on  marine  mammals  is  not  very 

5  well  understood.  There  may  be  sonic  booms 

6  penetrating  the  water  surface.  We  are 

7  investigating  the  impact  to  marine  mammals 

8  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

9  Potential  transportation  impacts,  in 

10  addition  to  the  airspace,  portions  of  some  of 

11  the  shipping  lanes  in  the  Gulf  and  infracostal 

12  waterway  would  be  cleared  for  short  periods. 

13  The  Federal  agencies  listed  here  have 

14  reviewed  earlier  drafts  of  the  SEIS.  They 

15  have  provided  comments  to  us  to  aid  in  our 

16  preparation  of  the  draft  SEIS.  This  draft  was 

17  mailed  to  the  public  in  February.  We  will 

18  continue  to  consult  with  the  Federal  agencies 

19  as  well  as  the  state  agencies  listed  here. 

20  Should  any  regulatory  permits  be  required, 

21  these  are  the  agencies  that  will  issue  those 

22  permits. 

23  The  next  steps  for  the  SEIS  are  shown 

24  here.  First,  and  most  important,  we  need  your 

25  comments  on  the  SEIS.  To  ensure  your  comments 
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are  incorporated  in  the  final  SEIS,  we  need  to 
receive  them  by  3,  April.  These  comments  will 
be  addressed  in  the  final  SEIS.  The  final 
SEIS  should  be  completed  sometime  this  fall. 

We  are  hoping  to  complete  it  by  September. 

The  director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 
Organization  would  make  a  Record  of  Decision 
no  earlier  than  thirty  days  after  the  final 
SEIS  is  completed. 

That  is  all  I  have  tonight.  Thank 
you  for  your  interest  and  concern  with  this 
important  National  Defense  Project. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Thank  you,  Major 
Kennedy.  We  are  now  going  to  take  a  five 
minute  break  to  set  up  the  podium  and  collect 
any  other  speaker  sign  up  cards.  If  you  would 
like  to  speak  and  have  not  already  done  so, 
again,  if  you  will  go  to  the  registration 
table  and  fill  one  of  those  out,  uh,  if  you 
will  just  stay  put  for  five  minutes,  we  will 
be  right  back  with  you.  Thank  you. 

(Whereupon,  there  was  a  brief  recess.) 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Okay.  We  are  ready 
to  start  calling  names  of  those  of  you  who 
have  planned  to  speak  tonight,  I  have  a  list 


of  people  that  have  signed  up  so  far.  And  I 
will  be  calling  you  in  the  order  in  which  you 
signed  up.  I  will  start  out  by  calling  the 
first  several  names,  so  you  can  get  ready  to 
come  up  here  to  the  front  to  use  the  podium. 
Because  we  want  to  record  your  comments  fully 
and  accurately,  we  ask  that  you  speak  cleariy 
into  the  microphone  and  also  that  you  would 
please  start  your  comments  by  stating  your 
name  for  the  court  reporter. 

Finally,  we  would  kindly  request  that 
you  observe  the  four  minute  time  limit.  We 
have  used  the  four  minute  time  limit  at  all  of 
the  hearings  to  give  everyone  a  fair  and  equal 
chance  to  participate.  To  aid  you  in  knowing 
when  your  four  minutes  are  up,  I  have  a  simple 
method  for  indicating  time.  After  three 
minutes  I  will  put  up  my  index  finger,  like 
this,  indicating  that  you  have  one  minute 
left.  This  should  help  you  find  a  comfortable 
place  to  wrap  up  your  comments.  At  the  end  of 
four  minutes,  I  will  put  up  a  closed  hand, 
like  this,  indicating  it's  time  for  you  to 
finish  your  comments.  We  greatly  appreciate 
your  cooperation  in  observing  this  limit. 
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1  Also  keep  in  mind  again  that  oral 

2  comments  are  only  one  way  to  share  your 

3  thoughts  and  concerns  with  the  Air  Force 

4  regarding  the  SEIS.  You  can  also  hand  in 

5  written  comments  or  send  them  in  by  April  3, 

6  1998.  And  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  written 

7  comments  are  given  the  same  consideration  as 

8  oral  comments  offered  here  tonight.  With 

9  that,  the  first  people  I  have  on  my  list  are 

10  Loraine  Casella,  Tina  Henize,  and  then  a 

11  series  of  presentations  starting  with  Shirley 

12  Freeman.  And  they  know  who  they  are  and  in 

1 3  what  order  they  are  coming  up.  Loraine,  you 

14  will  be  first. 

15  LORAINE  CASELLA:  Good  evening,  I 

16  have  spoken  to  several  of  you  before.  My  name 

17  is  Loraine  Casella.  And  I  live  on  Duck  Key. 

18  lam  far  enough  away  from  Cudjoe  Key  and 

19  Saddlebunch,  uh,  residing  on  Duck  Key,  but  my 

20  concern  is  that  here  in  Monroe  County,  we  have 

21  a  myriad  of  rules  that  we  have  to  follow.  One 

22  of  which  is  that  we  are  not  even  allowed  to 

23  cut  a  Mangrove  tree  down.  And  here  you  are 

24  going  to  come  and  try  to  convince  me  how  safe 

25  it's  going  to  be.  I  don't  think  we  can  afford 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

to  take  any  more  chances  than  we  already  have 

2 

in  our  environmentally  sensitive  home,  homes. 

3 

We  have  moved  down  to  the  Keys  for  a  peaceful 

02 

4 

environment  and  a  safe  place  in  which  to  live. 

5 

The  gentleman  who  spoke  went  from 

03 

6 

hair  dryers  to  sonic  booms.  And  that  doesn't 

7 

sound  very  good.  Please,  consider  where  we 

8 

are  living.  We  like  our  fish  in  one  piece. 

9 

We  don't  want  them  filleted  by  the  Air  Force. 

10 

We  want  to  be  left  to  be  in  a  quite  peaceful 

11 

safe  environment.  Remember  Murphy's  Law.  We 

12 

know  you  are  trying  to  do  everything  very 

13 

safely.  Do  it  out  over  the  water,  far  away 

P-T-0039 

14 

from  here  please.  Thank  you. 

15 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Okay.  Tina  Henize. 

16 

TINA  HENIZE:  Some  of  you  have  heard 

17 

most  of  this  before.  My  name  is  Tina  Henize. 

18 

1  live  in  Cudjoe  Acres  just  outside  of  the 

19 

testing  launch  hazard  area.  It  would  be  very 

20 

easy  and  quite  a  bit  of  fun,  if  we  weren’t 

01 

21 

already  tired  of  the  subject  of  missiles,  to 

22 

take  lighthearted  pot  shots  at  the  draft  SEIS. 

23 

We  could  point  out  it's  real  findings  such  as 

01 

24 

on  page  3-424,  which  says  the  mainland  portion 

25 

of  Monroe  County  includes  the  Everglades 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

R 

Konoisi 

1 

National  Park,  the  Big  Cypress  National 

1 

accidents.  Catastrophic  failures  of  missiles 

2 

Preserve,  and  the  City  of  Miami.  We  could 

2 

do  happen  from  time  to  time.  And  chopping  off 

04 

3 

make  a  lengthy  list  of  typos,  sloppy  rubber 

3 

pieces  of  the  LHA  because  there  are  hundreds 

4 

stamp  errors  and  cut  and  paste  errors,  and 

4 

of  families  living  there,  does  not  make  the 

5 

even  geography  slip  ups.  But  the  scariest 

5 

improbable  impossible. 

6 

part  of  this  draft  SEIS  is  the  conclusions 

6 

Biological  concerns  across  the  board 

7 

that  it  draws.  That  all  environmental  impacts 

7 

are  dismissed  in  this  document  as  negligible 

05 

8 

from  air  quality  to  noise  to  human  safety  to 

02 

8 

without  adequate  studies  of  the  ecosystems. 

9 

visual  aesthetics  to  toxic  conditions  effects 

9 

Endangered  species  are  endangered  for  a 

10 

on  fresh  and  salt  water  wetlands  to  harassing 

10 

reason.  They  are  rare.  They  are  already 

11 

and  killing  wildlife  to  denying  citizens 

11 

stressed  for  various  reasons.  And  as 

12 

access  to  public  land  and  water  that  all  these 

12 

endangered  species,  they  are  sensitive  to 

13 

impacts  are  negligible.  These  conclusions  are 

13 

small  environmental  changes.  The  draft  SEIS 

14 

based  on  very  faulty  and  pitifully  incomplete 

14 

does  not  show  that  a  detailed  study  in  C2  or 

15 

studies. 

15 

otherwise  was  done  on  any  Keys  ecosystem. 

16 

There  are  numerous  references  to 

16 

With  the  help  of  cooperating  agencies  and 

17 

affects  being  temporary  and  of  short  duration, 

17 

other  sources,  the  SEIS  authors  list  species, 

18 

as  if  that  makes  them  okay.  Gun  fire  is  of 

18 

plants,  and  animals  known  to  be  in  the 

06 

19 

short  duration  too,  but  we  go  out  of  our  way 

19 

vicinity.  Then  essentially  say,  and  we  are 

20 

to  prevent  it.  Accidental  explosions  and 

20 

going  to  kill  some  of  these  plants  and 

21 

other  missile  mishaps  are  of  short  duration  as 

21 

animals.  We  don’t  really  know  how  many.  But 

22 

well.  But  no  matter  how  small  the  probability 

03 

22 

it  doesn't  matter,  because  it's  infrequent  and 

23 

of  catastrophic  accident,  the  SEIS  should 

23 

of  short  duration.  Such  careless  disregard  of 

24 

consider  distances  between  people  and  missile 

24 

our  sanctuary  and  of  the  health  and  safety  of 

25 

launches  and  needs  to  consider  improbable 

25 

our  citizens  is  unacceptable. 
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NUMBER 

NUMBER 

1 

One  last  point,  regarding  the  subject 

1 

sites  being  used  and  being  too  close  to  human 

2 

of  toxic  emissions,  especially  long  term 

07 

2 

population  can  never  be  overcome.  And  nothing 

3 

cumulative  effects,  not  only  is  there  -  there 

3 

can  mitigate  environmental  damage  from  routine 

4 

is  mention  of  ten  years  of  repeated  discharges 

4 

missile  launches  much  less  potential  damage  of 

5 

on  Florida's  salt  water  system,  but  there  is 

5 

missile  mishaps.  Thank  you. 

6 

never  a  hint  of  awareness  that  there  are  a 

6 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  1  would  like  to  note 

7 

number  of  families  near  the  LHA  dependent  for 

7 

that  1  was  watching  the  stenographer's 

8 

9 

their  primary  water  source.  We  certainly 

appreciate  the  consideration  General  Lyles 

08 

8 

9 

fingers,  and  that  was  about  as  fast  as  she  can 

go.  There  is  a  tendency  1  have  noticed  that 

10 

gave  to  the  issue  of  launching  missiles  from 

10 

if  someone  is  reading  comments  to  kind  of  get 

11 

the  Keys,  and  we  are  grateful  to  his  decision 

11 

going  fast.  So  if  you  could  keep  it  at  that 

12 

to  set  aside  the  Keys  option  as  preferred. 

12 

or  slightly  less,  1  think  we  can  keep  up  with 

13 

However,  the  draft  SEIS  purports  to  have 

satisfactorily  answered  all  environmental  and 

13 

you.  The  next  set  of  speakers  will  be 

14 

09 

14 

introduced  by  Shirley  Freeman,  Monroe  County 

P-T-0040 

15 

safety  concerns  which  it  definitely  does  not. 

15 

Commissioner. 

16 

The  draft  SEIS  with  respect  to  many  issues  of 

16 

SHIRLEY  FREEMAN:  Hello,  my  name  is 

17 

safety  and  environment  is  obviously 

17 

Shirley  Freeman.  1  am  a  Monroe  County 

18 

inadequate.  It  contains  erroneous  and 

18 

Commissioner  and  welcome  to  our  commission 

*19 

incomplete  information.  It  barely  scratches 

19 

chambers  here  in  the  Marathon  Government 

20 

the  surface  on  issues  pertaining  to  the 

20 

Center.  Two  years  ago  as  Mayor  of  Monroe 

21 

ecosystems  of  the  Keys.  We  strongly  recommend 

21 

County  on  behalf  of  the  County  Commission,  1 

22 

that  the  portions  of  the  Theater  Missile 

22 

wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  asking  that 

23 

Defense  Draft  SEIS  as  it  is  applied  to  land 

23 

the  land  launch  option  be  rejected  and  that 

24 

launches  from  the  Florida  Keys  be  deleted 

24 

the  air  launch  target  be  considered.  Today 

25 

entirely.  The  problem  of  potential  launch 

25 

air  launch  is  the  preferred  alternative.  And 
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1  we  are  grateful  and  relieved.  However,  we 

2  still  have  to  finish  off  this  SEIS.  To  assist 

3  me  in  analyzing  this  document,  I  have  been 

4  fortunate  enough  to  be  able  to  call  on  a  team 

5  of  scientists  and  others,  all  Florida  Keys 

6  residents,  who  have  volunteered  their  time  and 

7  expertise  to  examine  the  draft  SEIS  with  a 

8  fine  toothed  comb.  Their  findings  of  this 

9  document  are  that  it  does  have  many  fine 

10  attributes.  But  it  is  woefully  lacking  in 

11  evidence  which  leads  to  some  of  the  bizarre 

12  conclusions  concerning  the  ecological  treasure 

1 3  we  call  the  Florida  Keys.  It  falls  short,  for 

14  example,  in  providing  any  raw  data  or  a 

1 5  description  of  experiments  which  led  to  the 

16  bizarre  conclusions.  There  is  no  reported 

17  experiment  to  determine  the  impact  of  chemical 

18  discharge  in  this  tropical  environment. 

19  Conclusions  were  apparently  reached  from 

20  observations  of  testing  in  the  dry  dessert  air 

21  off  White  Sand  or  the  very  deep  water  in  the 

22  Mississippi.  We  have  wet  air  and  shallow 

23  water. 

24  Now,  I  would  like  to  introduce  the 

25  people  who  are  going  to  speak  after  me  in 


P-T  -0040 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


01 
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2 
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8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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their  area  of  expertise.  As  I  call  your  name, 
would  you  please  stand  up,  so  everyone  will 
know  who  you  are?  First,  is  Gerry  Girard,  a 
retired  airline  captain.  He  is  a  board  member 
of  the  telecommunications  company  and  is  an 
avid  sportsman.  He  will  give  general 
introductory  comments.  Then  there  is 
Elizabeth  Cofer,  a  graduate  of  Duke  University 
with  a  B.A.  in  Zoology  and  a  Master's  in 
Education.  And  she  is  a  twenty  year  career 
chemistry  teacher.  She  will  speak  on  traffic 
and  transportation. 

Then  we  will  have  Dennis  Henize,  a 
meteorologist  and  former  U.S.  Air  Force 
weather  auxiliary.  He  spent  twenty  years  as  a 
National  Weather  Service  meteorologist  and  was 
awarded  the  NOAA  citation  for  performance 
during  Hurricane  Andrew.  He  will  speak  on  the 
launch  hazard  area.  Sol  Rosenblatt  has 
degrees  in  both  chemistry  and  chemical 
engineering,  has  worked  on  rocket  development 
programs  and  advanced  aircraft  power  systems 
for  organizations  such  as  Pratt  and  Whitney 
and  NASA.  His  findings  on  the  nature  and 
distribution  of  toxic  emissions  will  be 
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1  recorded  by  David  Musselman,  the  president  of 

2  the  Cudjoe  Garden's  Property  Association  and  a 

3  retired  pilot. 

4  Wayne  Hoffman  has  a  Master's  Degree 

5  in  Zoology  and  a  Ph.D.  in  Biology.  He  is  a 

6  research  scientist  for  the  National  Audubon 

7  Society  and  specializes  in  the  ecology  of  the 

8  Everglades  and  the  Florida  Keys  and  their 

9  unique  tropical  habitats.  He  will  he  speak  on 

10  biological  effects.  The  conclusion  will  be 

11  given  by  Alexander  Hadden,  who  is  a  retired 

12  attorney  and  Yale  graduate,  who  is  interested 

13  in  the  long-term  survival  of  the  fragile  Keys. 

14  We  have  graphics  which  were  made  by 

15  Mr.  Moody,  who  has  also  done  graphic 

16  presentations  for  congress.  And  the  team  was 

17  coordinated  by  Gordon  West,  a  senior 

18  consultant  in  environmental  health  and  safety 

19  systems.  And  now  the  members  of  the  team  will 

20  make  their  presentation. 

21  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Gerry  Girard. 

22  GERRY  GIRARD:  My  name  is  Geraldo 

23  Girard,  i  just  want  to  preface  one  thing 

24  before  I  get  started  here.  This  group  that  I 

25  represented  is  not  now  and  has  never  been 
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1 

Anti-Air  force.  1  know  there  were  some  kind 

2 

of  touchy  things  said  last  night,  but  most  of 

3 

the  men  and  women  1  have  studied  with  are 

4 

veterans.  My  father  is  buried  at  Arlington. 

5 

Both  he  and  1  wore  the  uniform  you  have  on 

6 

now,  proudly. 

7 

Now,  the  draft  of  the  Supplemental 

8 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  a  misleading 

9 

study  of  a  unique  environment.  It  is  not 

10 

applicable  to  the  Florida  Keys.  Monroe  County 

11 

has  the  only  easily  accessible  shallow  water 

12 

living  coral  reef  in  the  United  States.  There 

13 

are  thousands  of  acres  of  shallow  water 

14 

Mangrove  islands  providing  life  sustaining 

15 

nursery  for  marine  and  bird  life  surrounding 

16 

the  proposed  site.  The  area  from  the 

17 

Everglades  from  Florida  Bay  to  the  Coral  Reef 

18 

is  already  under  intense  scrutiny  by  Federal 

19 

and  state  pollution  control  experts.  And  it 

20 

will  only  suffer  more  damage  from  highly  toxic 

P-T-0041 

21 

chemicals  during  normal  launches. 

22 

The  ecological  environment  here  is  so 

23 

fragile  that  the  State  of  Florida  has  declared 

24 

Monroe  County  an  area  of  critical  state 

25 

concern.  The  water  quality,  population 

P-T-0041 
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1  believe  that  launching  missiles  from  the 

2  Florida  Keys  should  not  be  an  alternative  and 

3  suggest  you  amend  the  draft  to  state  exactly 

4  that. 

5  ELIZABETH  COFER:  I  am  Elizabeth 

6  Cofer.  And  I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity 

7  to  speak.  I  and  my  friends  and  neighbors  are 

8  pleased  that  the  land  missile  launch  from  the 

9  Florida  Keys  is  not  now  the  preferred  option. 

10  However,  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has 

11  been  prepared,  public  hearings  are  being  held, 

12  and  the  final  decision  has  not  been  made.  It 

1 3  appears  to  us  that  the  door  has  been  left  open 

14  at  the  present  time  and  possibly  more  open  as 

15  to  future  launches.  Our  traffic  and 

1 6  environmental  problems  are  getting  worse 

17  rather  than  better. 

18  Little  information  is  given  and 

19  little  attention  is  paid,  or  so  it  appears,  to 

20  the  transportation  of  the  missile  from  Florida 

21  City  to  the  proposed  launch  site.  U.S.  1  is 

22  referred  to  as  the  principal  artery  into  the 

23  Keys  when,  in  fact,  it  is  the  only  artery  into 

24  the  Keys.  The  word  artery  implies  free  flow. 

25  U.S.  1  does  not  flow  freely  now.  Sometimes 
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1 

not  at  all.  We  fear  that  vital  traffic  would 

2 

be  delayed  by  the  missile  convoy  -  traffic 

3 

such  as  fire  fighting  equipment,  emergency 

4 

medical  vehicles,  police  response,  and 

5 

necessary  medical  travel.  Our  services 

P-T-0042 

6 

available  to  deal  with  the  emergencies  are 

7 

limited.  There  are  only  two  hospitals  along 

8 

this  route  and  all  the  fire  departments  are 

9 

volunteer  in  nature.  The  EIS  states  that 

10 

emergency  vehicles  will  be  let  through.  The 

11 

question  then  becomes  how  and  where?  The  road 

12 

has  25  miles  of  four  lane  and  95  miles  of  two 

13 

lane  roads.  There  are  39  bridges  on  the 

14 

portion  just  to  Cudjoe  Key,  which  allow  little 

15 

or  no  room  for  passing  emergency  vehicles. 

16 

Has  consideration  been  given  to  the  special 

17 

problems  that  might  occur  during  hurricane 

18 

season?  Would  the  Keys  be  able  to  be 

01 

19 

evacuated  without  delay?  Is  there  a  danger  of 

20 

a  fire  or  an  explosion  while  the  missile  is  in 

21 

transit  in  the  event  of  a  collision  with 

22 

another  vehicle?  If,  yes,  could  this  damage  a 

23 

bridge?  Our  bridges  are  our  life  line,  among 

24 

other  things,  carrying  our  only  fresh  water  to 

25 

us.  All  our  utilities  are  vulnerable  to  this 

P-T-0042 
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1 

scenario,  as  well  as  our  food  supply. 

1 

everybody  to  go  home  and  read  the  editorial  in 

2 

The  EIS  has  a  description  of  a  fire 

2 

the  Miami  Herald  today. 

3 

fighting  plan,  but  it  appears  to  be  one  of 

05 

3 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Dennis  Henize. 

P-T -0043 

4 

Eglin  Airforce  Base's  plans.  Another  concern 

4 

DENNIS  HENIZE:  My  name  is  Dennis 

5 

is  the  absence  of  a  current  traffic  study  in 

06 

5 

Henize.  At  last  night's  hearing  in  Key  West, 

6 

the  EIS.  Extrapolations  are  made  from  older 

6 

1  said  that  the  6500  foot  long  hazard  area  for 

7 

studies  that  may  well  have  been  extrapolations 

7 

Hera  launches  in  the  Keys  is  not  large  enough. 

8 

themselves.  For  example,  it  predicts  that 

8 

1  cited  a  recent  study  prepared  by  a  senior 

9 

traffic  in  the  year  2005  will  be  up  18  percent 

9 

staff  scientist  at  the  Union  of  Concerned 

10 

on  Cudjoe  Key,  down  9  percent  on  Summerland 

10 

Scientists  and  Securities  Studies  Program, 

01 

11 

and  down  11  percent  on  Big  Pine  Key. 

07 

11 

MIT,  which  concluded  that  in  some  plausible 

12 

Impossible.  The  same  traffic  uses  this  entire 

12 

mishaps  debris  could  travel  two  or  more  miles 

13 

stretch.  And  if  the  traffic  ever  goes  down  on 

13 

from  the  launch  site,  well  outside  the  LHA. 

14 

Big  Pine,  it  will  be  amazing  as  well  as  a 

14 

The  red  shaded  area  at  the  bottom  of  the 

15 

miracle.  Our  traffic  is  heavy  now  and  getting 

15 

Cudjoe  LHA  is  the  area  which  was  carved  out  of 

16 

worse  year  by  year.  Over  half  our  population 

16 

the  LHA  because  my  wife  and  1  and  22  other 

17 

excluding  U.S.  1  -  uh,  excluding  Key  West 

08 

17 

families  live  there. 

18 

centers  on  U.S.  1.  Other  questions  not 

18 

And  1  stated  that  the  LHA  should  take 

19 

answered  are:  How  fast  will  the  convoy  be 

19 

into  account,  but  does  not,  at  least  two  other 

20 

traveling?  What  time  of  day  or  night  will 

20 

launch  hazards  that  are  identified  in  the  EIS, 

21 

this  travel  take  place?  Has  thought  been 

21 

compression  waves  from  potential  explosions 

02 

22 

given  on  how  to  handle  civil  disobedience 

22 

and  chemical  clouds  from  potential  combustion 

23 

should  it  occur?  It  seems  obvious  to  me  that 

23 

accidents.  The  draft  SEIS  acknowledges  that 

24 

the  EIS  is  seriously  flawed,  inadequate  and 

09 

24 

launch  pad  explosions  could  cause  over 

03 

25 

incomplete.  And  in  closing,  1  would  like 

25 

pressures  of  two  pounds  per  square  foot  at  a 
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1 

distance  of  1.9  miles,  enough  to  cause  minor 

1 

hazards  which  are  identified  in  the  SEIS  which 

2 

structural  damage  according  to  the  EIS.  At 

2 

it  definitely  does  not.  6500  feet  is  not 

3 

least  23  homes  are  closer  than  that. 

04 

3 

sufficient,  much  less  conservative. 

05 

4 

With  respect  to  chemical  clouds 

4 

The  draft  LHA  cites  plenty  of 

5 

resulting  from  potential  combustion  accidents, 

5 

technical  information  about  noise  but  obscures 

6 

the  draft  SEIS  acknowledges  that  the  highest 

6 

the  issue  by  using  methodology  that  looks  at 

7 

concentrations  of  hydrogen  chloride  would  fall 

7 

the  impacts  of  missile  launch  noise  averaged 

8 

outside  the  launch  hazard  area.  In  fact, 

8 

over  long  periods.  The  SEIS  also  considers 

9 

results  of  the  EPA  approved  model  used  to 

9 

what  are  called  sensitive  noise  receptors, 

10 

estimate  the  HCL  concentration  showed  levels 

10 

i.e.,  the  Sugarloaf  School  and  a  day  care 

11 

in  excess  of  the  short-term  public  emergency 

11 

center  on  Cudjoe,  three  or  more  miles  away  and 

12 

guidance  levels  at  distances  of  two  and  three 

12 

ignores  that  hundreds  of  homes  are  closer  than 

13 

miles  from  the  launch  site.  Then  a  more 

13 

that,  some  as  near  as  a  mile  and  a  half.  And 

14 

refined  model  was  used,  one  that  is  not  yet 

14 

using  very  bizarre  methods,  it  concludes  that 

15 

approved  by  EPA  or  the  State  of  Florida.  And 

15 

the  percentage  of  Cudjoe  residents  who  would 

16 

wouldn't  you  know  it,  it  shows  the  HCL  level 

16 

be  highly  annoyed  by  noise  from  missile 

17 

somewhat  below  the  guidance  level.  But  very 

17 

launches  are  already  highly  annoyed  by 

18 

significantly  even  the  more  refined  model 

18 

everyday  sound.  That  is  total  nonsense.  The 

19 

still  shows  that  the  highest  concentrations 

19 

SEIS  also  says  that  ambient  noise  on  Cudjoe 

20 

fall  outside  the  LHA.  Given  that  fact  and 

20 

Key  is  from  aircraft  while,  in  fact,  very  few 

06 

21 

that  there  is  not  agreement  on  the  exact 

21 

aircraft  fly  over  Cudjoe,  especially  northern 

22 

amount,  it's  obvious  that  the  LHA  is 

22 

Cudjoe  because  of  restricted  airspace 

23 

insufficient  to  encompass  this  hazard.  The 

23 

surrounding  the  aerostat. 

24 

LHA  should  be  sufficiently  large  enough  to 

24 

On  the  subject  of  visual  aesthetics, 

25 

encompass  the  full  extent  of  all  the  launch 

25 

what  can  be  said  about  something  so  subjective 

07 

5-265 


Exhibit  5.3-1:  Reproductions  of  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


P-T-0044 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


rsEMm 

_ 

1 

except  to  say  that  the  SEIS  rates  the  view  of 

1 

it.  If  any  of  you  would  like  to  stay  after 

2 

the  back  country  from  the  Blimp  Road  boat  ramp 

2 

school  tonight,  1  have  a  handout.  And  1  will 

3 

as  minimal  as  it  is  now.  This  artist's 

3 

explain  Sol  Rosenblatt’s  remarks.  1  also  have 

4 

rendition  does  not  show  the  aerostat  because 

4 

some  remarks  of  my  own.  1  am  David  Musselman. 

5 

it  is  usually  flying.  Rating  this  view  as 

5 

1  am  president  of  the  Cudjoe  Garden's 

6 

minimal  underscores  just  how  little 

6 

Association.  1  will  start  with  Sol's  remarks. 

7 

appreciation  for  the  Keys  the  preparers  of 

7 

He  said,  thank  you  for  giving  me  the 

8 

this  document  have.  The  draft  SEIS  then 

8 

opportunity  to  present  some  solid  rocket 

9 

concludes  that  this  view  from  the  Cudjoe  Boat 

9 

emissions  observations  during  my  three  and  a 

10 

Ramp,  having  sprouted  a  missile  facility,  will 

10 

half  years  as  a  solid  rocket  development 

11 

retain  moderate  visual  integrity.  1  don't 

11 

chemist  with  the  Polaris  Missile  Program. 

12 

think  so. 

12 

With  the  Hera,  one  and  half  tons  of 

13 

This  is  not  an  impact  statement  at 

13 

hydrochloric  acid  -  excuse  me,  hydrogen 

14 

all.  It  under  estimates  impacts  on  human 

08 

14 

chloride  gas  emitted  per  launch  combined  in  a 

15 

safety,  and  it  doesn't  even  attempt  to 

15 

humid  or  an  excess  water  environment,  with 

16 

seriously  examine  long-term  effects  on  the 

16 

three  tons  of  water  which  brings  down  the  HCL 

17 

ecosystem.  The  final  SEIS  should  eliminate 

17 

in  the  form  of  four  and  one  half  tons  of 

18 

the  Keys  as  even  an  alternative  as  the  draft 

18 

hydrochloric  acid  rain.  A  few  drops  of  this 

19 

SEIS  does  not  support  its  findings  of 

19 

acid  will  reduce  the  PH  of  a  gallon  of  water 

20 

negligible  impacts. 

20 

to  below  seven,  which  is  neutral  by  the  way, 

21 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  David  Musselman. 

P-T-0044 

21 

instantaneously. 

22 

DAVID  MUSSELMAN:  Folks,  1  feel  like 

22 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Mr.  Musselman,  1  am 

23 

1  should  be  facing  this  way.  They  have 

23 

sorry.  You  are  not  speaking  into  the 

24 

already  heard  what  we  have  to  say  last  night. 

24 

microphone.  The  court  reporter  is  having  a 

25 

And  four  minutes  is  really  not  enough  to  say 

25 

hard  time  hearing  you. 
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1  MR.  MUSSELMAN:  I  am  just  going  to 

2  summarize  this  for  you  folks.  It's  easier  for 

3  me,  and  it's  difficult  for  me  to  read  his 

4  writing.  I  speak  differently  than  he  writes. 

5  Basically,  he  is  saying  here  that  the  four  and 

6  a  half  tons  of  hydrochloric  acid  is  way  too 

7  much.  And  that  our  reef  is  mysteriously  dying 

8  at  a  rate  of  between  four  and  ten  percent  per 

9  year,  and  nobody  knows  why.  He  does  not  think 

10  that  this  is  a  hot  idea.  There  is  a  claim 

11  that  only  20  percent,  this  is  a  claim  in  the 

1 2  SEIS,  only  20  percent  of  the  HCL  that  comes 

1 3  out  of  the  rockets  would  combine  to  form 

14  hydrochloric.  And  he  wants  to  know  what 

15  happens  to  the  balance?  I  agree.  And  he 

1 6  basically  doesn't  believe  that  that  is  true. 

17  He  says,  and  I  found  later  even  within  your 

18  document,  that  hydrogen  chloride  readily 

19  gathers  water  from  the  environment.  As  was 

20  stated  before  by  other  speakers  and  you  will 

21  probably  hear  again,  the  testing  that  was  done 

22  in  this  regard  was  done  in  two  dessert  areas, 

23  the  western  dessert  test  range  in  Utah  and  the 

24  one  somewhere  in  New  Mexico,  Fort  Wingate, 

25  excuse  me. 
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1 

He  also  mentions,  Sol  does,  that 

2 

since  the  rocket  accelerates  more  slowly  at 

3 

the  beginning  most  of  the  by  products  of  the 

4 

rocket  would  be  close  to  the  Earth.  He  then 

5 

gets  into  the  fact  that  the  water  is  shallow. 

6 

And  the  French  had  an  accident  in  Guyana 

7 

launching  their  Oriana  5,  which  flashed  down 

8 

into  a  lagoon,  an  area  much  like  the  waters 

9 

that  we  have.  And  basically  it  killed  off 

10 

everything  that  lived.  It  changed  the  color 

03 

11 

of  the  water  and  everything.  The  problem  is 

12 

the  fuel  is  ammonium  perchlorate.  And  it's 

13 

toxic  to  plants  and  animals. 

14 

The  only  thing  that  the  study  -  that 

15 

the  SEIS  uses  to  say  that  that  isn’t  so  is  a 

16 

study  done  by  the  Russians.  And  Sol  says, 

17 

essentially  it's  the  Russians  who  have  the 

18 

most  toxic  chemical  nuclear  dump  in  the  world, 

19 

and  they  shouldn't  be  the  ones  that  set  that 

04 

20 

criteria.  1  will  get  into  the  rest  of  it 

21 

later  on.  And  rather  than  give  you  my  speech 

22 

that  1  made  last  night,  1  will  give  you  the 

23 

last  paragraph  that  is  contained  in  the  SEIS. 

24 

This  program  would  not  generally  involve  the 

25 

use  of  resources  to  such  extent  that  they 

P-T-0044 
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05 


06 


07 


08 


09 
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1 

would  become  fully  consumed  or  destroyed.  As 

1 

that  the  writers  may  not  be  aware  of  a  revised 

2 

a  result,  potential  irreversible  or 

2 

edition  of  a  series  on  rare  and  endangered 

3 

irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  would  be 

3 

biota  of  Florida  that  have  appeared  over  the 

4 

very  limited  and  would  occur  only  for  certain 

4 

last  several  years.  In  addition  to  the 

5 

biological  and  cultural  resources.  My  comment 

5 

species  in  this  table,  Magnificent 

6 

to  that  is:  Which  ones  are  you  talking  about 

6 

Frigatebird,  Great  White  Heron,  Great  Egret, 

7 

that  we  would  never  have  again? 

7 

Yellow-Crown  Night-Heron,  Wilson  Plover,  Royal 

8 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Wayne  Hoffman. 

8 

Tem,  Sandwich  Tern,  and  Black  Skimmer  are 

9 

WAYNE  HOFFMAN:  Thank  you.  lam 

P-T-0045 

9 

potentially  at  enough  risk  to  be  included.  In 

10 

Wayne  Hoffman.  1  spoke  to  you  last  night. 

10 

addition,  at  least  20  species  of  terrestrial 

11 

And  1  got  about  half  of  what  1  had  prepared  on 

11 

invertebrates  listed  as  threatened  or  species 

04 

12 

the  record.  And  1  will  put  the  rest  on 

12 

of  special  concern  appear  to  live  in  the 

13 

tonight.  The  basic  point  1  was  making  is  that 

01 

13 

region  of  influence.  These  include  three 

14 

1  find  the  documentation  of  risk  in  this 

14 

species  of  tree  snails,  a  crab,  a  spider,  a 

15 

alternative  to  our  flora  and  fauna  to  be 

15 

whip  scorpion,  two  crickets,  a  beetle,  and 

16 

woefully  inadequate.  It's  important  that  the 

02 

16 

eleven  species  of  butterflies  all  listed  as 

17 

final  EIS  either  rule  out  this  alternative 

17 

threatened  or  endangered  or  species  of  special 

18 

completely  or  else  provide  accurate  and 

18 

concern  by  the  State  of  Florida.  In  addition 

19 

comprehensive  information  on  the  effects  on 

19 

numerous  coral  species  are  listed  as 

20 

our  environment. 

20 

endangered  or  threatened.  1  don't  know  which 

21 

My  point  six,  table  3. 3. 3-2  on  page 

03 

21 

of  the  corals  occur  in  the  region  of 

22 

3-376,  purports  to  list  the  wildlife  with 

22 

influence,  but  their  status  certainly  needs  to 

23 

Federal  or  State  status  that  occur  or 

23 

be  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

24 

potentially  occur  near  the  Florida  Keys  site. 

24 

On  page  3-386,  it's  stated,  "if  the 

25 

This  table  is  very  incomplete.  It  appears 

25 

activities  take  place  during  the  months  of 
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February  through  October..."  it  goes  on  to  say 
that  this  will  have  some  disturbance  effects 
on  a  series  of  bird  -  a  category  of  bird 
species.  In  fact,  disturbance  can  occur  any 
month  of  the  year  in  our  tropical  climate.  We 
have  birds  here  all  year  long.  We  have  some 
nesting  every  month  of  the  year.  Similarly  on 
page  3-390,  is  a  statement  about  the  month  of 
risk  to  nesting  Eagles.  Our  Bald  Eagles  nest 
in  the  winter  into  early  spring,  not  spring 
summer.  In  fact,  currently  our  Bald  Eagle 
nests  are  fledging  their  young  as  we  speak. 
The  eggs  were  laid  in  December. 

Page  3-389  it  is  stated  the 
construction  activities  are  unlikely  to  affect 
sea  turtles.  Lighting  after  dark  can 
disorient  hatchling  sea  turtles,  and  some 
nesting  does  occur  within  range  of  these 
sites.  Any  new  lighting  of  all  of  the  sites 
where  construction  is  going  on  needs  to  be 
described  and  the  potential  effects  on  turtles 
assessed.  Number  nine,  page  3-390,  the 
nearest  rookeries  for  wading  birds  is  stated 
to  be  5.5  to  7  kilometers  away.  This  is 
incorrect.  Some  wading  bird  nesting  has  been 
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1  documented  at  about  one  kilometer  from  the 

2  aerostat  facility  on  Cudjoe. 

3  And  number  ten,  the  draft  EIS 

4  completely  ignored  potential  direct  effects  of 

5  hydrochloric  acid  disposition  on  wildlife.  I 

6  do  not  think  we  should  assume  that  a  mist  of 

7  highly  acidic  hydrochloric  acid  rain  would  be 

8  harmless  to  the  eyes  of  a  Bald  Eagle  or  a 

9  Reddish  Egret.  That  is  a  subject  that  is  just 

10  completely  ignored  in  the  EIS. 

11  And  the  final  comment  I  want  to  make 

1 2  is  that  most  of  the  comments  about  potential 

13  effects  on  the  biota  are  related  to  normal 

14  operation,  normal  launches.  The  EIS  needs  to 

15  address  and  needs  to  address  in  detail  the 

16  effects  on  the  biota  of  all  of  the  plausible 

17  accidents  that  could  occur  from  explosion  of  a 

18  missile  on  the  pad  to  destruction  at  low 

19  altitude  above  the  pad,  to  destruction  a  short 

20  distance  down  the  range.  The  effects  of  those 

21  on  our  biota  are  a  subject  that  is  really 

22  necessary  to  be  covered  under  NAPA.  Thank 

23  you. 

24  MR.  MICHAELSON:  Alexander  Hadden 

25  next.  He  will  be  followed  by  Barry  Steiglitz, 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

Charles  Kanter,  Diane  Linn,  and  Nick  Putnam. 

1 

which  the  LHA  was  magically  shrunk  when  it  was 

04(cont) 

2 

ALEXANDER  HADDEN:  My  name  is 

2 

discovered  that  it  did  include  settled  areas, 

3 

Alexander  Hadden.  1  am  a  retired  attorney. 

3 

seems  to  us  to  highlight  the  documents  lack  of 

05 

4 

My  comments  this  evening  are  intended  as  a 

4 

objectivity.  Also  more  detail  is  needed  on 

5 

summary  of  the  views  presented  by  the  task 

5 

the  timing  of  the  trigger  mechanism  or  the  FTS 

6 

force  organized  by  Commissioner  Shirley 

6 

in  the  event  of  an  accidental  firing  in  the 

7 

Freeman.  The  focus  of  the  task  force  has  been 

7 

direction  of  a  populated  area. 

8 

to  assess  how  well  the  draft  SEIS  portrays  the 

8 

Secondly,  we  are  concerned  about  the 

06 

9 

impact  on  the  Keys  of  launching  target 

9 

environment.  The  analysis  understates  the 

10 

missiles  here. 

10 

potential  impact  of  introducing  large 

11 

We  find  the  document  as  it  stands  to 

01 

11 

quantities  of  hydrogen  chloride  and  thus 

12 

be  incomplete  and  superficial  and  in  some 

12 

hydrochloric  acid  into  a  region  of  high 

13 

respects  distorted.  Our  first  concern  is 

13 

humidity  and  shallow  sea  water.  And  it  fails 

07 

14 

human  health  and  safety.  Nowhere  in  the  SEIS 

02 

14 

to  focus  at  all  on  the  consequences  of  such 

15 

is  there  any  focus  on  the  possibility  of 

15 

imposition  on  the  fragile  alkaline  environment 

16 

serious  accidents.  It  neither  quantifies  nor 

16 

and  on  the  many  -  on  the  effect  on  many  of 

17 

even  mentions  the  possibilities  of  human 

17 

the  birds,  animals,  and  native  organisms  that 

18 

error,  equipment  or  system  failure,  sudden 

18 

are  dependent  on  a  continuation  of  that 

19 

wind  or  meteorological  change  or  a  combination 

19 

alkalinity  and  of  their  own  tranquil 

20 

of  such  factors  which  might  result  in  the 

20 

condition.  We  are  also  concerned  with  the 

08 

21 

destructive  distribution  of  debris  or  toxic 

21 

concerns  raised  by  the  Marine  Sanctuary  and 

22 

emission  beyond  the  launch  hazard  area.  And 

03 

22 

the  Wildlife  Service.  We  urge  that  these 

23 

of  particular  concern  is  the  extremely  short 

23 

issues  be  addressed  by  the  final  SEIS. 

24 

distance  from  the  launch  sites  to  the  edge  of 

24 

Finally,  we  are  concerned  about 

09 

25 

the  LHA  on  populated  sides.  The  fashion  in 

04 

25 

transportation.  The  Overseas  Highway  is  the 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

iMiMni 

1 

sole  conduit  for  automobile  traffic,  drinking 

1 

that  in  the  Keys  are  minimal.  Disasters  of 

2 

water,  electric  power,  hospital  and  medical 

2 

this  sort  have  occurred,  and  they  could  happen 

3 

services,  food  and  every  other  vital  service 

3 

here.  We  hope  that  the  final  SEIS  will  look 

15 

4 

required  by  our  entire  population.  The  impact 

4 

much  harder  and  deeper  into  these  real  risks 

5 

of  the  missile  proposal  on  this  life  line 

5 

and  find  ways  to  treat  them  that  would  be  both 

6 

corridor  is  not  addressed  at  all  in  the  draft 

6 

more  detailed  and  much  more  convincing.  We 

16 

7 

SEIS.  What  would  be  the  effect  of  this 

10 

7 

also  hope  that  it  will  eliminate  any  further 

8 

heavier  traffic  burden  on  normal  essential 

8 

consideration  whatsoever  of  the  Keys  as  even  a 

9 

traffic  patterns.  And  God  forbid  that  there 

should  be  an  accident  that  takes  out  a  bridge, 

9 

low  probability  launch  site.  Thank  you. 

10 

10 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Barry  Steiglitz. 

P-T-0047 

01 

11 

for  example.  Should  there  not  be  some  rather 

11 

11 

BARRY  STEIGLITZ:  Good  evening,  1  am 

12 

specific  -  some  specific  rather  than  generic 

12 

Barry  Steiglitz.  1  am  the  project  leader  for 

13 

contingency  planning  that  would  take  such 

13 

the  Florida  Keys  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

14 

possibilities  into  account. 

14 

And  1  am  here  to  introduce  into  the  public 

15 

In  conclusion,  there  is  a  real 

15 

record  written  comments  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and 

16 

possibility  of  the  failure  of  a  missile 

12 

16 

Wildlife  Service  regarding  --  whatever  we  are 

17 

launch.  We  can  conceive  of  no  other  rural 

17 

here  tonight.  The  Florida  Keys  Refuge  is 

18 

location  in  the  U.S.  where  the  consequences  of 

18 

the  — 

19 

such  an  accident  would  be  more  devastating. 

19 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Can  you  speak  into 

20 

Such  a  failure  could  result  in  the  dispersal 

13 

20 

the  microphone? 

21 

of  flammable  and  toxic  materials  and  chunks  of 

21 

BARRY  STEIGLITZ:  Sure.  Tonight  1 

22 

missile  hardware  in  areas  where  people  live  or 

22 

want  to  start  with  a  few  of  the  more  pertinent 

23 

involve  accidental  explosions  of  a  missile 

23 

points  for  this  record  concerning  the  Florida 

24 

being  transported  on  U.S.  1.  It  is  not  enough 

14 

24 

Keys  proposal  alternative.  1  would  like  to 

25 

to  say  the  chances  of  events  happening  like 

25 

point  out  that  this  is  a  preliminary  position 
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1 

of  the  Service  based  on  preliminary 

2 

information.  With  respect  to  the  draft 

3 

proposal,  there  are  a  number  of  deficiencies 

4 

regarding  potential  effects  to  Federal  Trust 

5 

Resources,  plan  management  responsibility,  and 

6 

human  health  and  safety.  Some  of  these 

7 

include  a  thorough  evaluation  of  the  effects 

8 

of  prelaunch  and  launch  activity  on  the 

9 

populations  of  the  Silver  Rice  Rat,  the  lower 

10 

Keys  Marsh  Rabbit,  Key  Deer,  Bald  Eagle  and 

11 

Eastern  Indigo  Snake,  all  of  which  exist 

12 

within  the  launch  hazard  area  in  both  Cudjoe 

13 

and  Sugarioaf  Keys. 

14 

There  needs  to  be  a  thorough 

15 

evaluation  of  the  effects  of  prelaunch  and 

16 

launch  activities  on  shore  bird  and  wading 

17 

bird  rookeries  within  the  launch  hazard  area. 

18 

As  nesting  birds  take  flight  in  response  to 

19 

prelaunch  and  launch  activities,  they  leave 

20 

the  nest  exposed  to  both  predators  and  the 

21 

elements.  Flushing  birds  makes  it  necessary 

22 

to  expend  energy  that  may  be  otherwise  used 

23 

for  foraging,  nesting,  and  or  mating.  The 

24 

proposed  action  is  inconsistent  with  the 

25 

congressional  designation  of  the  wilderness 

P-T-0047 


COMMENT 

NUMBER 


02 


03 


04 


05 

06 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


area,  the  2,270  acres  and  1,900  acres  within 
the  Great  White  Heron  National  Key  Deer 
Refuge.  By  definition  of  the  wilderness  act 
of  1964,  wilderness  areas  are  -  and  I  am 
paraphrasing  —  Federal  land  retaining  their 
primeval  character  and  influence,  which  are 
protected  and  managed  to  preserve  natural 
conditions  such  that  it  generally  appears  to 
be  affected  by  the  forces  of  nature,  with  the 
imprint  of  man’s  work  substantially 
unnoticeable  and  has  outstanding  opportunities 
for  solitude  or  primitive  and  unconfined  type 
of  recreation.  Furthermore,  wilderness  areas 
shall  be  administered  in  such  a  manner  as  will 
leave  them  unimpaired  for  future  use  and 
enjoyment  as  wilderness. 

There  needs  to  be  a  thorough 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  action  with  respect 
to  visual  pollution  of  wilderness  areas,  the 
impact  on  wilderness  solitude,  and 
recreational  and  economic  impact  to  the  highly 
desired  wilderness  experience  and  its  impact 
to  wildlife  and  human  use.  The  U.S.  Forrest 
Service  as  a  visual  resource  management  system 
as  we  saw  is  not  a  very  appropriate  tool  to _ 
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COMM^Nt 

NUMBER 


07 


08 


09 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

1 

rate  the  scenic  attractiveness  of  the  Florida 

1 

consideration  the  Florida  Keys  alternative. 

2 

Keys  back  country  and  Mangrove  habitat. 

2 

Thank  you. 

3 

Information  on  nesting,  foraging,  wading,  and 

10 

3 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Charles  Kanter. 

4 

colonizing  bird  is  incomplete.  The  flats  of 

4 

CHARLES  KANTER:  Good  evening,  my 

5 

Mangrove  Island  are  used  extensively  by  birds. 

5 

name  is  Charles  Kanter,  K-A-N-T-E-R,  for  the 

6 

Rookery  data  is  incomplete  for  instance.  Just 

6 

record.  1  am  a  Korean  War  veteran.  1  am 

01 

7 

north  of  Cudjoe  Key  is  the  fifth  most 

7 

proud  of  my  Air  Force.  1  am  proud  to  see  you 

8 

important  nesting  site  for  Great  White  Herons. 

8 

all  here.  1  want  to  see  you  have  the  best  Air 

9 

The  primary  species  for  which  the  Great  White 

9 

Force  that  money  can  buy.  i  am  not  afraid  to 

10 

Heron  National  Wildlife  Refuge  was  scheduled 

10 

give  you  my  tax  money  to  make  the  best  Air 

11 

in  1938. 

11 

Force  that  money  can  buy.  But  1  am  very  much 

12 

1  conclude,  after  reviewing  the  draft 

12 

afraid  that  you  are  not  doing  it.  1  am  afraid 

13 

comments,  we  remain  concerned  with  the 

13 

you  are  taking  my  tax  money  and  wasting  it.  1 

14 

potential  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed 

14 

think  that  this  is  the  most  bizarre  scheme 

15 

action.  As  a  cooperating  Federal  agency  in 

15 

that  1  have  ever  seen.  1  think  that  if  you 

16 

the  draft  SEIS  process,  we  have  attempted  to 

16 

folks  were  working  in  private  industry,  you 

17 

identify  gaps  in  the  information  provided  as 

17 

would  get  fired  for  a  scheme  of  this  nature. 

18 

well  as  no  hidden  inaccuracies.  As  such,  the 

18 

You  realize  all  of  these  other  people 

19 

preliminary  draft  is  incomplete  in  its  current 

11 

19 

before  me  were  talking  about  the  impacts  on  us 

20 

form.  At  the  same  time,  we  do  not  believe 

20 

mammals  and  birds  and  things  like  that.  And  1 

21 

that  the  adverse  impacts  of  launching  target 

21 

noticed  that  nobody  was  really  too  interested. 

22 

missiles  from  the  Keys,  such  as  noise  impacts 

22 

1  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about  the  impact 

23 

to  nesting  birds,  can  be  reduced.  It  is  the 

12 

23 

on  people,  people  like  myself,  on  people  that 

02 

24 

recommendation  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 

24 

go  out  there  and  make  their  living  out  there 

25 

Service  to  completely  remove  from 

25 

on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  They  make  their  living 
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1 

out  here  in  the  Florida  Bay.  There  are  people 

1 

out  ail  the  fast  speed  boats  you  want  and  tell 

2 

out  there  in  canoes.  There  are  people  out 

2 

them  to  move.  But  they  can't  move.  A 

3 

there  on  jet  skis.  There  are  people  out  there 

3 

sailboat  maybe  goes  six  knots.  That  is  it. 

4 

on  sailboats.  There  are  people  out  there 

4 

How  do  you  expect  them  to  get  out  of  the  way? 

5 

fishing.  There  are  people  out  there  running 

5 

So  what  are  you  going  to  do,  postpone  the 

6 

crab  traps  and  crab  lines. 

6 

launch? 

7 

1  have  heard  some  absolutely 

03 

7 

Now,  when  you  postpone  the  launch, 

8 

ludicrous  idea  that  you  are  going  to  send  fast 

8 

because  there  are  people  in  the  way  there, 

9 

boats  out  there  and  clear  the  area  or  get  them 

9 

what  happens  back  here  on  our  fabulous  Florida 

10 

on  VHF  radio.  1  mean  these  things  are 

10 

Keys?  We  have  four  million  people  back  here 

11 

ridiculous.  1  would  like  to  ask  you,  all  of 

11 

that  you  are  inconveniencing.  They  are  not 

12 

you  up  front,  how  many  of  you  have  ever  been 

12 

all  here  at  one  time,  thank  God.  But 

13 

out  on  a  boat?  How  many  of  you  have  ever  been 

13 

nevertheless,  that  is  what  we  are  dealing  with 

14 

on  a  sailboat?  How  many  of  you  know  what  the 

14 

here.  You  just  simply  -  what  you  are 

15 

options  are  when  somebody  is  sailing?  Do  you 

15 

proposing  is  preposterous.  And  what  1  am 

16 

understand  that  Marathon  and  Key  West  are 

16 

proposing  right  now  here  tonight  is  that  we 

17 

cross  roads  for  the  sailing  and  the  cruising 

17 

form  a  citizen's,  all  the  folks  here,  that  we 

18 

world,  that  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  boats 

18 

form  a  citizen's  committee  to  find  out  whose 

19 

transpire  our  area  every  year  on  their  way 

19 

idea  this  is  and  propose  that  he  be  fired. 

20 

through  the  Caribbean,  on  their  way  to  New 

20 

There  is  no  reason  for  our  taxpayer  money  to 

21 

Orleans  or  up  the  west  coast  of  Florida,  or 

21 

go  to  such  a  silly  scheme. 

22 

Tampa,  St.  Petersburg?  There  are  dozens  - 

22 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  watching 

23 

hundreds  of  sailboats  out  there  all  the  time. 

23 

your  presentation  tonight,  Major  Kennedy,  it 

24 

There  is  not  a  possibility  in  the  world  of 

24 

brought  down  to  me  that  it's  not  just  here  in 

25 

anybody  clearing  them  out  there.  You  can  send 

25 

the  Keys.  You  guys  should  not  be  in  the  Gulf 

P-T-0048 

COMMENT 

NUMBER 


04 


05 


06 


07 
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NUMBER 

tmmi 

1 

of  Mexico  all  together.  There  is  just  simply 

1 

notes.  Because  there  are  so  many  who  are 

2 

too  much  traffic,  too  many  people,  times  have 

2 

unable  to  speak  for  themselves.  1  think  it 

3 

changed.  This  is  not  1941  at  the  beginning  of 

3 

would  improve  your  analysis  to  realize  that  as 

4 

the  Second  World  War  when  there  was  an 

4 

a  very  concerned  homeowner  on  Cudjoe  Key,  1 

5 

emergency  and  the  west  coast  of  Florida  was 

5 

know  without  a  doubt  that  my  home,  loved  ones, 

6 

nothing  but  alligators.  And  there  was  nobody 

6 

and  myself  are  in  harms  way.  If  1  were  your 

7 

here  in  the  Keys.  We  now  have  some  major 

7 

mother  or  anyone  else's  mother  on  your  staff. 

8 

cities  on  the  west  coast  of  Florida.  The  Keys 

8 

would  you  want  me  to  live  in  this  area?  1  or 

9 

have  80,000  permanent  residents,  and  as  1  said 

08 

9 

she  am  an  endangered  species.  You  can  not 

10 

before,  some  four  million  visitors  a  year  that 

10 

replace  a  mother. 

11 

you  are  going  to  inconvenience  and  endanger 

11 

Furthermore,  my  property  will  become 

02 

12 

and  create  economic  hardship  for  people  that 

12 

valueless.  As  after  only  one  is  fired,  would 

13 

are  out  there  trying  to  make  a  living.  That 

13 

any  of  you  care  to  buy  it?  It  will  be 

03 

14 

is  not  the  purpose  of  our  Air  Force.  Our  Air 

14 

worthless  and  cheap.  In  reference  to  the 

15 

Force  is  to  seek  out  and  destroy  the  enemy 

09 

15 

air-drop  method,  1  think  1  understood  you  to 

16 

which  means  to  mess  up  his  neighborhood  not 

16 

say  it's  still  only  in  development.  That 

17 

ours.  Thank  you. 

17 

seems  very  asinine  to  me.  You  don't  even  have 

18 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Diane  Linn. 

P-T-0049 

18 

it  developed?  How  can  you  say  we  will  be 

19 

DIANE  LINN:  Hello,  1  am  Diane  Linn, 

01 

19 

safe?  It  sounds  like  building  a  home  without 

20 

and  1  live  on  Cudjoe  Key.  1  will  try  to  speak 

20 

house  plans. 

21 

very  slowly.  But  1  am  most  distraught  over 

21 

In  reference  to  the  four  hours  to 

04 

22 

this  situation.  1  came  with  no  written 

22 

evacuate,  why  should  1  have  to  evacuate  if 

23 

speech,  as  1  was  afraid  1  would  be  too  nervous 

23 

this  is  considered  not  to  be  dangerous?  And 

24 

to  speak.  But  after  listening  to  all  the 

24 

how  will  1  go  on  crowded  highways?  As  in  past 

25 

lies,  1  feel  1  must  as  1  went  back  through  my 

25 

reference  on  my  own,  the  government  already 
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made  big  mistakes  about  the  Snail  Darter  in 
the  TVA  area.  What  mistakes  will  you  regret 
later?  I  know  you  mentioned  about  sea 
turtles,  birds,  snails,  and  marine  animals. 

Such  as  Mr.  Kanter  said,  I  agree,  but  what 
about  people?  How  about  the  schools  or  the 
nearby  day  care  center  that  is  in  the  target 
range  area  that  has  over  800  human  lives  in 
there.  I  thank  you  for  listening  with  your 
ears.  But  now  how  about  please  listening  with 
your  hearts  for  your  mother  and  I  are 
concerned. 

MAJOR  KENNEDY:  I  would  like  to  make 
a  clarification.  Nobody  in  this  proposal  is 
expected  to  evacuate  their  homes  or  their 
property  anywhere  else  in  the  Keys. 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Nick  Putnam  is  next. 

NICK  PUTNAM:  My  name  is  Nick  Putnam 
a  resident  of  No  Name  Key.  As  a  person  with 
60  years  of  experience  operating  boats,  I 
would  like  to  express  my  agreement  with  Mr. 
Kanter.  I  am  here  tonight  as  the  president  of 
the  Key  Deer  Protection  Alliance,  an 
organization  dedicated  to  our  most  famous 
endangered  species.  We  are  critically 
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concerned  with  the  local  environment,  our 
environment  is  extremely  fragile.  It  is 
already  over  stressed.  We  are  desperately 
trying  to  find  ways  to  reduce  that  stress. 

And  any  increment  in  stress  on  that  is  simply 
non  productive.  I  certainly  agree  with 
Mayor  -  I  should  say,  Mayor  Freeman  and  her 
team  and  their  excellent  analysis  of  the  SEIS. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  make  a 
comment  as  an  individual,  which  does  not 
necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  the  Key  Deer 
Protection  Alliance.  There  is  a  larger  issue 
that  goes  beyond  what  we  are  discussing  here 
tonight.  But  I  don't  think  we  can  ignore  it. 

And,  that  is,  given  our  limited  resources  in  a 
post  cold  war  era,  is  further  development  of 
missiles  really  the  most  effective  public 
policy?  I  wish  we  would  have  more  debate  on 
that  issue.  I  am  speaking  now  as  an 
individual.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 


MR.  MICHAELSON:  That  exhausted  the 
list  of  speakers  that  have  been  handed  to  me 
so  far.  I  think  what  we  will  do  is  take  a 
five  minute  break  and  see  if  there  is  any 
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1  P-T-0051  1 

iKMkyjii 

1 

other  speaker  cards  that  we  have.  And  we  will 

1 

presentation,  and  1  would  like  to  reiterate 

2 

reconvene  if  so.  Again,  you  have  five  minutes 

2 

some  of  the  ones  that  were  already  given.  1 

3 

to  fill  out  a  speaker  registration  card  and 

3 

consider  myself  a  patriot.  1  realize  the 

4 

turn  those  in  to  me.  We  will  now  recess  at 

4 

necessity  for  preparedness  and  the  realities 

5 

8:34.  Thank  you. 

5 

of  what  it  takes  to  be  prepared  and  the 

6 

(Whereupon,  there  was  a  brief  recess.) 

6 

sacrifices  we  all  have  to  make.  1  no  longer 

7 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  1  have  another 

7 

feel  as  people  did  in  the  past  the  distrust  of 

8 

speaker  registration  card.  So  if  1  could  ask 

8 

the  military.  But  the  legacy  of  the  past  is 

9 

you  to  please  take  your  seats  again,  we  are 

9 

vigilance.  We  can  forgive  atrocities  and  the 

10 

going  to  read  the  name.  Okay.  We  are  going 

10 

chaos  of  war,  but  we  must  guard  against  the 

11 

back  on  the  record  at  8:39.  We  have  one  more 

11 

zeal  of  preparedness  so  that  what  we  do  while 

12 

individual  who  gave  me  a  card  and  would  like 

12 

doing  so  has  been  given  proper  thought.  One 

13 

to  speak  tonight.  His  name  is  Albert 

13 

can't  help  but  wonder  if  the  type  of  testing 

14 

Tanzonieri.  Would  you  come  up  and  please 

14 

and  the  location  itself  isn't  a  bit  of  a 

15 

state  your  name?  Were  you  here  when  1  gave 

15 

coincidence,  given  some  of  our  unfriendly 

16 

the  instructions  about  how  1  indicate  the 

16 

neighbors  to  the  south  in  the  Caribbean  and 

17 

times  and  everything? 

17 

Central  America. 

18 

ALBERT  TANZONIERI:  Yes,  sir. 

18 

One  wonders  what  this  would  prove  or 

19 

MR.  MICHAELSON:  Okay.  Great. 

19 

appear  to  those  who  were  watching  these  tests. 

20 

ALBERT  TANZONIERI:  Thank  you. 

20 

Perhaps  it  is  to  show  that  our  missiles  are 

21 

Albert  Tanzonieri,  T-A-N-Z-O-N-l-E-R-l.  1  am 

21 

hard  to  shoot  down  and  perhaps  that  the  Hera 

22 

just  now  familiarizing  myself  with  a  lot  of 

22 

missile  is  somehow  similar  to  those  in,  for 

23 

this  entire  situation.  1  wasn't  exactly  sure 

23 

example,  Cuba.  And  that  it  would  be  to  show 

24 

whether  1  wanted  to  speak.  But  there  are  a 

24 

how  easily  they  are  taken  down.  But  in  any 

25 

few  things  that  1  thought  of  in  watching  your 

25 

case,  there  is  the  danger  of  legitimizing  the 
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02 


03 


04 
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1  Keys  as  a  military  target. 

2  Now,  you  mentioned  that  these  bases 

3  have  been  there  for  a  long  time,  and  they 

4  already  probably  are  targets.  But  to  give  any 

5  foreign  power  the  idea  that  the  Keys  are  more 

6  legitimate  targets  or  that  each  island  is  a 

7  potential  for  a  site  or  that  the 

8  transportation  network  as  a  whole  is  a  target 

9  is  unacceptable.  As  a  contractor,  I  am  aware 

10  of  the  penalties  for  cutting  down  the 

11  Mangrove,  disturbing  the  Mangrove,  cutting 

12  down  non  exotics,  the  handling  of  solvents  and 

13  such.  All  the  boaters  around  here  know  the 

14  trouble  you  get  into  for  running  aground  or 

15  having  oily  bilge.  There  can  be  no  minimum 

16  safe  impact  to  the  environment  that  is  already 

17  stressed.  So  once  again  we  ask  nature  to  bend 

18  a  little  bit  more  for  us. 

1 9  Nor  do  I  feel  that  the  west  coast  of 

20  Florida,  the  waters  along  the  west  coast,  are 

21  appropriate  for  the  debris  for  this  exercise. 

22  Indeed  the  west  coast  and  the  panhandle  share 

23  a  certain  percentage  of  potential  for  danger. 

24  I  noticed  that  your  hazard  area  map,  although 

25  it  reached  greatly  into  the  Gulf,  was  assuming 
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NUMBER 


05 


06 


07 


08 


09 


1  that  the  missile  would  decide  to  have  a  mishap 

2  in  that  direction.  I  believe  that  a  more 

3  accurate  representation  of  that  map  would  be 

4  circular.  Because  if  this  missile  has  a 

5  potential  for  danger,  it  is  going  to  do  it  in 

6  whatever  direction  it  might  be.  And  I  think  a 

7  circular  pattern  on  that  map  would  post  a  lot 

8  more  concern. 

9  During  times  of  war,  populations 

10  learned  to  expect  loss.  Those  who  were  in  the 

11  military  noted  it  as  part  of  the  job.  Butin 

12  peace  times,  even  one  person  injured  should  be 

13  unacceptable.  If  any  victims  of  a  tragedy  ask 

14  how  and  why  that  a  piece  of  their  lives  has 

15  been  shattered,  let  it  not  be  said  that  there 

16  were  missiles  launched  on  the  Florida  Keys. 

17  Thank  you. 

18  MR.  MICHAELSON:  That  concludes  the 

19  speakers  we  have  for  tonight.  Thank  you  very 

20  much  for  coming.  We  will  adjourn  at  8:45. 

21  (Whereupon,  these  proceedings  were  concluded.) 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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09(cont) 


10 


11 
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Table  5.3-2:  Responses  to  Transcript  Comments 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

RESPONSE 

Traczyk,  Tom 

P-T-0001.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Harvey,  Anne 

Park  Manager,  St. 
Joseph  Peninsula 
State  Park 

P-T-0002.01 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4.2 

If  Cape  San  Bias  is  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  appropriate  mitigations  including  road  design  modifications  could  be  implemented  to 
accommodate  turn  arounds  during  road  closure. 

P-T-0002.02 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4.2 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0002.03 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4.2 

If  Cape  San  Bias  is  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  appropriate  mitigations  including  road  design  modifications  could  be  implemented  to 
accommodate  turn  arounds  during  road  closure. 

P-T-0002.04 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4.2 

Public  notification  of  planned  road  closures  would  reduce  road  delays  during  test  activities. 

P-T-0002.05 

Transportation- 
Cape  San  Bias 

3.1.11.4.2 

If  Cape  San  Bias  is  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  appropriate  mitigations  including  road  design  modifications  could  be  implemented  to 
accommodate  turn  arounds  during  road  closure. 

P-T-0002.06 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3. 1.5. .3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3.1.5  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0002.06 

Geology  and 

Soils 

3. 1.5. .3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3.1.5  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0002.07 

Land  Use-Cape 
San  Bias 

3. 1.7.3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 1.7. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

Rebosio,  Gianna 
Todisco 

P-T-0003.01 

Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.4 

The  most  recent  and  reliable  data  concerning  tourism  in  the  Keys  was  compiled  by  a  consortium  that  comprised  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration,  the  Monroe  County  Tourist  Development  Council,  the  Nature  Conservancy,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Bicentennial  Volunteers  and  the 
University  of  Georgia.  The  study,  titled  Linking  the  Economy  and  Environment  of  Florida  Keys/Florida  Bay,  estimated  that  there  were  2.54  million 
tourist  visits  made  to  the  Keys  between  June  1995  and  May  1996  (Visitor  Profiles:  Florida  Keys/Key  West,  November  1996,  Leeworthy  and  Wiley, 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration). 

P-T-0003.02 

Water  Quality- 
Gulf 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Increased  acidity  (decreased  pH)  in  bodies  of  water  has  various  effects  upon  the  plant  life,  invertebrates,  and  fish  in  that  water  depending  upon  degree 
and  duration  of  the  increased  acidity.  The  shallow  waters  of  ponds  on  the  Keys  are  predicted  to  have  a  pH  drop  of  as  much  as  0  to  0. 1  units.  This 
decreased  pH  could  persist  for  as  long  as  72  hours  considering  the  low  rate  of  dilution  and  slow  currents  in  these  ponds.  The  back  country  shallow 
waters  are  predicted  to  have  a  pH  drop  of  0  units.  This  is  due  to  the  natural  buffering  effect  of  salt  sea  water  on  acids.  This  pH  drop  is  anticipated  to  be 
of  short  duration  due  to  the  mixing  and  dilution  of  the  currents.  The  hydrogen  chloride  and  hydrochloric  acid  in  the  exhaust  cloud  would  dissipate  or 
deposit  within  minutes  of  a  launch,  and  meters  of  the  launch  site  (the  near  field).  The  hydrochloric  acid  in  the  exhaust  cloud  could  damage  the  eyes  of 
bird  exposed  to  the  cloud.  The  concentration  of  hydrogen  chloride  and  the  density  of  hydrochloric  acid  in  the  near  field  exhaust  cloud  would  be 
negligible  compared  to  the  greater  effects  of  heat  and  noise  that  close  to  a  launch  event. 

P-T-0003.03 

launch  emissions 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation. 
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P-T-0003.04  Launch  3.2. 14.4  The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 

emissions  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 

3.3. 14.4  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 

cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition 
rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/mp.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle. 
The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation 
Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate 
near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride 
present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were 
conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets 
(as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions).  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on 
nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-T-0003.05  Water  Quality  -  3.3.14.4  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  introduce  any  contamination  into  drinking  water  supplies.  The  residual  levels  of  test  by-products  in 

Keys  surface  waters  would  not  affect  water  quality  sufficiently  to  cause  skin  or  other  reaction  from  contact  or  exposure.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  some 

individuals  could  experience  a  reaction. 

P-T-0003.06  Socioeconomics  3.3.10.4  Comment  noted. 

_ P-T-0003,07  Safety _ 3.1. 9.4 _ Comment  noted. _ 

P-T-0003.08  Biology-Keys  3. 3. 8. 4  Potential  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  on  noise  and  water  quality  were  evaluated  in  the  Draft  SEIS  and  have  been  clarified  in  the  Final 

_ 3.3.14.4 _ SEIS  (sections _ 

Rebosio,  Alberto  P-T-0004.01  General  Comment  noted. 

Lehman,  P-T-0005.01  TMD  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

Christopher 

Monroe  County 

P-T-0005.02  Alternatives-  3. 3. 7.4  Comment  noted. 

_ Keys _ 

P-T-0005.03  Safety  3. 1.9.4  Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  ensure  that  population  centers, 

schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 
Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 

_ P-T-0005.04  launch  effects _ Comment  noted. _ 

P-T-0005.05  Alternatives-  Comment  noted. 

Keys 

_ P-T-Q0Q5.06  DOPAA _ Comment  noted. _ 

P-T-0005.07  Alternatives-  1.0  No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 

Keys  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 

after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0005.08  Draft  SEIS  Comment  noted. 

P-T-0005.09  Draft  SEIS  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 


5-281 


Table  5.3-2:  Responses  to  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

RESPONSE 

P-T-0005.10 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0005.1 1 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  ensure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 

Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 

P-T-0005.12 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0005.1 3 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

See  responses  above. 

Freeman,  Shirley 
County 

Commissioner, 

Monroe  County 

P-T-0006.01 

Alternatives 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  Program  Overview  in  section  1 
explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  following  the  completion  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and,  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

P-T-0006.02 

Alternatives 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0006.03 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0006.04 

launch  emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 
cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition 
rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle. 

The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation 
Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate 
near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride 
present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were 
conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets 
(as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions).  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on 
nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-T-0006.05 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Girard,  Gerry 

P-T-0007.01 

Environment- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0007.02 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0007.03 

Water  Quality- 
Gulf 

3.3.14.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0007.04 

Environment- 

Keys 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
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P-T-0007.05 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Scheduling  of  missile  transport  and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak  traffic  hours 
and  minimize  potential  effects  on  local  traffic  movement. 

P-T-0007.06 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.12.4 

Comment  noted.  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  affect  existing  or  future  utility  corridors. 

P-T-0007.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3 .3.7.4 

The  conservation  land  uses  including  the  refuges  that  you  mention  are  a  critical  part  of  the  resource  management  program  for  the  Florida  Keys.  The 
alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  is  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  several  wildlife  refuges  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS). 

New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  and  permission  from  respective  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies.  This  consultation  would  require  that  any  proposed  action  be  designed  and  implemented  so  that  potential  impacts  to  any  habitat  or  species  be  1) 
avoided  to  the  extent  possible,  2)  minimized  when  avoidance  is  not  possible,  and  3)  mitigated  to  compensate  for  potential  long-term  adverse  effects. 

P-T-0007.08 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges  (see 
section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
resource  agencies.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations 
will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  This  mitigation  plan,  which  would  avoid  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on  protected  areas,  would 
be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiating  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-T-0007.09 

Air  Quality-Keys 

3.3. 1.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0007.10 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  presence  of  the  Silver  Rice  Rat  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  is  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0007.ll 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

The  habitat  of  the  Lower  Keys  Marsh  Rabbit  is  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0007.12 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  environmental  setting  of  the  Florida  Keys,  including  hardwood  hammocks  and  pine  rocklands,  is  described  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0007.13 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by 
the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination  with 
the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and  design 
process. 

P-T-0007.14 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-T-0008.01 

Alternatives 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0008.02 

Florida  Keys 

1.0 

See  response  above. 

P-T-0008.03 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  importance  of  Highway  1  to  the  Florida  Keys  has  been  recognized.  An  early  alternative  site  was  eliminated  because  it  would  have  required  closing 
Highway  1  .The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  Highway  1  in  the  Draft  SEIS  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  by  2005  (including  Theater 
Missile  Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of 
the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation. 

P-T-0008.04 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Missile  components  would  normally  be  shipped  by  standard  freight  transport  vehicles  and  would  not  involve  a  convoy.  Special  safety  and  security 
precautions  would  be  employed  where  necessary  to  assure  that  movement  of  emergency  vehicles  is  not  hindered. 

P-T-0008.05 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Scheduling  of  missile  transport  and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak  traffic  hours 
and  minimize  potential  effects  on  local  traffic  movement.  Emergency  vehicles  would  not  be  affected  by  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities,  since 
they  will  not  close  the  highway. 

P-T-0008.06 

Safety-Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  ability  to  control  the  movement  of  missile  components  is  important  to  the  overall  safety  of  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  system.  A 
specific  evacuation  plan  for  the  missile  and  other  test-related  components  and  non-critical  personnel  would  be  implemented  at  the  first  notice  of  potential 
hurricane  activity,  before  official  hurricane  watch  and  warning  announcements.  This  would  ensure  that  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  evacuation 
movements  would  precede  standard  public  evacuation  plans  and  would  not  interfere  with  the  planned  process. 

P-T-0008.07 

Transportation 

3.3.11.4 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

5-283 


Table  5.3-2:  Responses  to  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

RESPONSE 

P-T-0008.08 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Transportation  of  the  missile  components  would  involve  standard  freight  transports  and  would  not  require  a  convoy.  Emergency  procedures  for  all 
contingencies  would  be  established  through  cooperative  agreements  with  local  public  safety  agencies.  No  specific  fire  fighting  vehicles  would 
accompany  the  shipment,  although  all  vehicles  would  be  equipped  with  standard  fire  suppression  equipment. 

P-T-0008.09 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  traffic  volumes  and  capacities  in  the  Florida  Keys.  The  traffic  data  and 
projections  that  were  used  for  the  analysis  are  the  current  estimates  used  by  the  Florida  Department  of  Transportation. 

P-T-0008.10 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Traffic  flows  over  multiple  segments  of  a  highway  can  differ  considerably  on  the  basis  of  the  origin  and  destination  of  vehicles  entering  and  exiting  the 
highway.  Section  3.3.1 1  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  notes  that  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  1  are  currently  at  or  near  its  design  capacity. 

P-T-0008.1 1 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0008.12 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Lowe,  Donald  S. 

P-T-0009.01 

Alternatives 

2.0 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0009.02 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

The  facilities  and  operations  that  would  be  required  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  activities  in  the  Keys  would  not  be  greatly  different  from  the  existing 
facilities  and  operations  on  these  sites.  The  perceived  degree  of  change  is  subjective.  To  assist  in  the  comparison  of  vistas,  visual  simulations  have  been 
provided  in  sections  3.1. 1.3.4  and  3.3.13.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  to  illustrate  potential  visual  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  facilities. 

P-T-0009.03 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

The  building  height  restriction  is  a  county  zoning  restriction,  not  applicable  to  Federal  facilities. 

P-T-0009.04 

Noise-general 

3. 1.8.1 

3.3.8. 1 

3. 1.9.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  See 
section  3. 1.9. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  discussion  of  potential  noise  impacts. 

P-T-0009.05 

Noise-general 

3. 1.8.1 

3.3.8. 1 

See  response  above.. 

P-T-0009.06 

Noise-general 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  on  shorebird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  are  presented  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0009.07 

Program 

3.3.8. 1 

An  evaluation  of  psychological  effects  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  analysis. 

P-T-0009.08 

Noise 

3. 1.3.4 

3. 3. 3.4 

Studies  of  launch  effects  at  Cape  Canaveral  have  shown  that  birds  disturbed  by  launch  noise  normally  return  to  their  nest  soon  after  the  launch  event. 

P-T-0009.09 

Noise-general 

3. 3. 3.4 

3. 3. 8.4 

The  various  noise  models  and  measures  that  were  used  to  evaluate  potential  noise  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  provide  a  reasonable 
characterization  of  noise  effects  on  humans.  Potential  effects  on  wildlife  were  evaluated  based  on  species-specific  information  from  recent  studies. 

P-T-0009.10 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

To  better  assess  the  visual  impact  of  constructing  a  missile  assembly  building  or  erecting  a  50  foot  tall  missile  on  a  site,  a  visual  simulations  for  each 
vantage  point  photograph  used  in  the  Draft  SEIS  has  been  prepared  (sections  3.1.13.1  and  3.2.13.1.)  These  visual  simulations  use  computer  graphics 
programs  to  ensure  that  the  apparent  visibility  of  the  building  or  missile  in  the  photograph  is  what  would  actually  be  seen  from  each  respective  vantage 
point.  Specifically,  a  known  dimension  in  each  photograph  was  determined  from  sources  at  the  respective  sites.  This  known  dimension  was  projected 
into  the  photograph  via  planographic  projection  to  provide  a  perspective  scale  of  the  distance  between  two  objects.  In  this  case,  the  two  objects  were  the 
tower  or  known  object,  and  the  Hera  missile,  which  would  be  50  feet  tall  on  its  launch  stool.  The  site  mapping  indicated  the  horizontal  distance  between 
the  known  object  and  the  Hera  missile  launch  site.  The  resultant  photographic  visual  simulations  are  published  in  the  Final  SEIS  section  3.1.13.4  (pages 

3-  223  and  226)  for  the  Panhandle  sites  and  section  3.2.13.4  (pages  3-518  and  3-521)  for  the  Keys  sites.  It  is  apparent,  reviewing  these  photographs,  that 
neither  the  building  nor  the  missile  are  visible  from  most  accessible  vantage  points.  The  view  from  those  closer  vantage  points  will  include  the  existing 
military  buildings  as  well  as  the  new  Missile  Assembly  Building  and  missile.  The  new  buildings  will  be  seen  in  the  context  of  the  existing  military 
facilities. 

P-T-0009. 1 1 

Socioeconomic 

3.1.10.4 

An  evaluation  of  quality  of  life  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  document. 

P-T-0009.12 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
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Henize,  Dennis 

P-T-00 10.01 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  SEIS  described  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land  launch  trajectory  type  of  missiles  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Less  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind 
conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  range  safety  officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the  operational 
constraints  associated  with  it  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  that  the  launch  can  be  safely  conducted.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less 
than  the  average  public  exposure.  An  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles  was  never  proposed  for  the  Hera  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa,  Cape  San  Bias  or 
Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally  associated  wit  the  Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However,  even  at  Fort  Wingate,  the 
eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles  Northeast  of  the  launch  site  due  to  the  existence  of  a  school  or  residence. 

P-T-00 10.02 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0010.03 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

An  inquiry  is  held  following  any  launch  mishap  to  fully  document  and  understand  all  system  anomalies.  No  launch  will  be  scheduled  until  all  issues 
raised  during  the  inquiry  are  resolved. 

P-T-00 10.04 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 

Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1 .5  in  the  SEIS. 

P-T-0010.05 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

We  acknowledge  but  do  not  agree  with  Dr.  David  Wright’s  conclusions. 

P-T-0010.06 

Noise/Air 

Quality 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  defined  as  an  area  within  which  all  missile  debris  would  be  confined.  The  areas  affected  by  various  levels  of  launch 
emissions  and  noise  are  determined  through  separate  and  independent  analyses.  Each  of  these  analyses  is  used  to  determine  the  overall  safety  of  the 
program. 

P-T-0010.07 

Noise-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3. 8.4 

The  2.0  pounds  per  square  foot  explosion  is  due  to  a  complete  Hera  stage  2  impacting  the  ground  or  the  water.  In  the  case  of  a  mishap,  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  may  prescribe  destroying  the  second  stage  prior  to  impact  to  prevent  this  explosion. 

P-T-00 10.08 

Air  Quality-Keys 

3.3. 1.4 

The  TSCREEN  PUFF  model  predicts  concentrations  at  various  distances  from  the  launch  point.  For  a  normal  launch,  there  were  no  exceedances.  For  a 
launch  mishap  scenario,  TSCREEN  PUFF  indicated  potential  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  In  that  case,  per  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  guidance,  the  more  refined  model,  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model,  indicated  that  there  would  not  be  exceedance  beyond  the 
Launch  Hazard  Area. 

Rosenblatt,  Sol 

P-T-00 11.01 

Launch 

emissions 

m 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad..  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the 
Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1 .64g/m2. 
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P-T-00 1 1 .02  Launch  3 . 1 . 1 .4  The  volume  of  hydrogen  chloride  emitted  by  the  target  missile  in  the  volume  of  air  it  transits  is  negligible;  not  enough  to  contribute  to  acid  rain.  The 

emissions  3.3. 1 .4  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 

monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 
cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition 
rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle. 
The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation 
Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate 
near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride 
present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were 
conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets 
(as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on 
_ nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. _ 

P-T-00 11.03  Biology-Keys  3. 1.3. 4  Comment  noted. 

_ 3. 3. 3.4 _ 

P-T-00 1 1 .04  Launch  3 . 1 . 1 .4  Hydrogen  chloride  is  one  of  the  primary  exhaust  products  from  solid  rocket  motor  combustion.  At  ambient  temperatures  and  pressure,  hydrogen  chloride 

emissions  3.3. 1 .4  is  very  soluble  in  water.  It  readily  dissolves  in  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid.  This  reaction  is  exothermic,  that  is  it  generates  heat.  However,  under  the 

conditions  which  are  present  in  the  rocket’s  exhaust  plume,  less  than  20  percent  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  reacts  with  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid  in 
sufficient  size  to  fall  to  earth.  The  remainder  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  (in  excess  of  80  percent)  will  either  not  combine  with  water,  or  will  combine  with 
water  and  form  microdroplets  which  are  too  small  to  fall  out  of  the  cloud.  Therefore  the  maximum  amount  of  acid  which  can  rain  out  of  any  portion  of 
the  exhaust  cloud  is  less  than  20  percent  of  that  portion.  This  maximum  amount  occurs  under  conditions  of  excess  water,  such  as  occurs  during  Space 
Shuttle  launches.  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  use  of  water  during  launches.  As  such,  the  proportion  of  hydrogen  chloride  in  the  exhaust  which 
would  form  hydrochloric  acid  would  be  expected  to  be  less  than  the  proportion  of  the  Space  Shuttle’s  SRBM’s  that  undergo  a  similar  reaction. 

P-T-00 1 1 .05  Launch  3 . 1 . 1 .4  There  are  no  “readings”  in  the  predictions  of  hydrogen  chloride  deposition.  These  predictions  are  the  product  of  predictive  mathematical  modeling, 

emissions  3. 3. 1.4 

P-T-00 1 1 .06  Launch  3. 1 . 1 .4  Hydrogen  chloride  is  one  of  the  primary  exhaust  products  from  solid  rocket  motor  combustion.  At  ambient  temperatures  and  pressure,  hydrogen  chloride 

emissions  3.3. 1 .4  is  very  soluble  in  water.  It  readily  dissolves  in  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid.  This  reaction  is  exothermic,  that  is  it  generates  heat.  However,  under  the 

conditions  which  are  present  in  the  rocket’s  exhaust  plume,  less  than  20  percent  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  reacts  with  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid  in 
sufficient  size  to  fall  to  earth.  The  remainder  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  (in  excess  of  80  percent)  will  either  not  combine  with  water,  or  will  combine  with 
water  and  form  microdroplets  which  are  too  small  to  fall  out  of  the  cloud.  Therefore  the  maximum  amount  of  acid  which  can  rain  out  of  any  portion  of 
the  exhaust  cloud  is  less  than  20  percent  of  that  portion.  This  maximum  amount  occurs  under  conditions  of  excess  water,  such  as  occurs  during  Space 
Shuttle  launches.  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  use  of  water  during  launches.  As  such,  the  proportion  of  hydrogen  chloride  in  the  exhaust  which 
_ would  form  hydrochloric  acid  would  be  expected  to  be  less  than  the  proportion  of  the  Space  Shuttle’s  SRBM’s  that  undergo  a  similar  reaction. _ 
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P-T-00 11.07 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.3. 

If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would 
result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Depending  on  the  buffering  capacity  of  the  receiving  water,  rainfall  may  result  in  an  increase  in  surface 
water  acidity.  Surface  water  acidity  ranging  from  approximately  pH  4.0  to  6.0  is  generally  believed  to  result  in  stress  to  marine  life  and  possibly  death 
(National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  1990).  The  degree  and  duration  of  any  increased  acidity  in  surface  waters  would  depend  on  several 
variables,  including  surface  water  volume  and  alkalinity,  as  well  as  the  amount  and  pH  level  of  rainfall..  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  near  Santa 
Rosa  Island  is  approximately  8.0.  Marine  waters  in  the  vicinity  of  Santa  Rosa  Island  range  from  a  low  of  7.2  in  eastern  Pensacola  Bay  to  a  high  of  8.2  in 
central  Pensacola  Bay.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  93  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  in  the  central  Pensacola  Bay  to  a  high  of  97 
mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  the  mouth  of  Pensacola  Bay  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1994).  Project-related  changes  in  pH  of 
shallow  marine  waters  near  Santa  Rosa  Island  were  estimated  for  the  purposes  of  impact  analysis.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  1 00  percent  of 
the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal 
conditions).  Existing  surface  water  pH  and  alkalinity  levels  were  assumed  to  be  7.2  and  93  mg/L  calcium  carbonate,  respectively.  Under  these 
circumstances,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  a  slight  decrease  in  pH  from  7.2  to  approximately  7.1  within  the  upper  six 
inches  of  the  water  surface  and  would  quickly  dissipate  with  additional  rainfall  and  mixing  of  the  surface  waters. 

P-T-00 11.08 

Launch 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

Models  use  mathematical  formulas  to  calculate  the  probable  result  of  a  series  of  factors  that  may  affect  emissions  dispersion.  These  include  such  things 
as:  wind  speed,  humidity,  release  height  of  the  emissions,  atmospheric  stability,  and  mixing  layer  altitude,  among  others.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis  we  varied  each  model  parameter  to  produce  the  most  conservative  (worst)  result  for  each  step  in  the  model.  The  result  was  the  highest  possible 
predicted  concentration  and  the  greatest  distance  that  could  result  from  the  launch  of  a  Hera  missile  at  any  location.  The  results  did  not  reflect  the  climate 
of  Utah,  the  Keys,  or  any  other  specific  location,  but  the  worst  possible  combination  of  climatic  conditions.  Though  the  results  are  greater  emission 
concentrations  than  would  be  realistically 

P-T-00 11.09 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

During  normal  launch  events,  there  would  be  no  unbumed  solid  rocket  propellant.  If  a  mishap  were  to  occur,  any  unbumed  propellant  that  was 
considered  toxic  to  habitats  or  wildlife  would  be  recovered  and  disposed  according  to  Department  of  Defense  regulations.  See  section  1.1.9  (Safety),  of 
the  Final  SEIS  for  a  further  discussion  of  potential  toxicological  effects. 

P-T-00 11. 10 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

If  a  launch  mishap  did  occur,  it  is  possible  that  unbumed  propellant  and  debris  could  enter  coastal  waters.  Although  this  material  would  not  be 
considered  measurably  toxic  to  the  environment,  consultation  with  resource  agencies  would  determine  if  removal  and  clean-up  of  debris  would  be 
necessary  or  beneficial. 

P-T-00 11.11 

Launch  mishap— 
Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

Ammonium  perchlorate  would  only  be  introduced  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  launch  mishap.  The  slow  process  of  hydration 
would  continue  until  the  material  was  completely  saturated.  These  quantities  of  ammonium  perchlorate  distributed  over  a  wide  area  of  the  Gulf  would 
not  be  considered  toxic  to  the  environment. 

Hoffman,  Wayne 
National  Audubon 
Society 

P-T-0012.01 

Draft  SEIS 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed.  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the 
public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making 
process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including 
those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0012.02 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  potential  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary  field  investigations 
were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data.  At  each  juncture  of  the  logic  chain  between  proposal  and  impact  assessment,  where  assumptions  have  been 
used,  the  most  conservative,  professionally  feasible  values  was  used  to  assess  the  location,  intensity,  or  duration  of  the  impact.  If  anything,  the  analysis 
consistently  over  estimates  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  action. 

P-T-0012.03 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-T-0012.04 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0012.05 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  to  endangered  plants  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  sites  are  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0012.06 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-T-0012.07 

Biology-Keys 

33.3.3 

See  previous  response 

P-T-0012.08 

Launch  mishap 

3.3.3.4 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  result  from  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the  Final  SEIS.  The  variables  of  a  launch  mishap 
preclude  a  specific  determination  of  biotic  impacts.  Small  scale  habitat  destruction,  individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged 
in  the  near-field  launch  area. 
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P-T-0013.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0013.02 

Safety 

P-T-0013.03 

Safety-Keys 

P-T-0013.04 

Safety-Keys 

P-T-0013.05 

Safety 

P-T-0013.06 

Land  use-Keys 

P-T-0013.07 

Alternatives 

P-T-0013.08 

Safety 

P-T-00 13.09 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

P-T-0013.10 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-00 13. 11 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-00 13. 12 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-00 13. 13 

Safety 

P-T-00 13. 14 

Launch  mishap 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

3. 1.9.4 

3. 1.9.4 

3. 1.9.4 

3. 1.9.4 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3.14.4 

3.3.11.4 

3.3.11.4 

3.3.11.4 

3. 1.9.4 
3. 1.9.4 


RESPONSE 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites.  The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is 
conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated 
into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the 
risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  Each  equipment 
failure  or  human  error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have 
been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed 
for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the 
Range  Safety  Officer. 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 
Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

The  Flight  Termination  System  is  a  linear  shaped  charge.  The  Flight  Termination  System  is  initiated  by  a  radio  command  from  the  Range  Safety  Officer 
using  doubly  redundant  systems.  Stage  2  of  the  Hera  missile  is  shipped  with  the  Flight  Termination  System  attached  to  the  motor  casing.  The  Flight 
Termination  System  is  not  shipped  with  initiators  attached.  Without  initiators,  the  Flight  Termination  System  would  not  detonate. 

Current  test  areas  on  Cape  San  Bias  are  similar  distances  to  inhabited  areas  and  test  launches  have  been  performed  safely  with  no  effects  on  residents. 
Platform  launch  is  an  alternative  being  considered  in  the  SEIS. 

This  proposal  is  not  a  departure  from  safety  precautions. _ 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad..  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the 
Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1 .64g/m2. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles) 
of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be 
operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program  activities  were  planned  for  this 
alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles) 
of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be 
operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program  activities  were  planned  for  this 
alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 

The  target  missiles  proposed  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  are  Minuteman  stages  I  and  II.  Over  a  30  year  operational  period,  frequent  transport  of 
Minuteman  missile  components  to  and  from  1 ,000  sites  never  resulted  in  an  explosion.  Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck 
carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million  vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a 

probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. _ 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in 
Appendix  J)  would  be  prepared  and  implemented. 

The  potential  environmental  impacts  of  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for 
all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers,  schools,  and  residential  areas  would  not 
be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated  with  missile  testing  are  described  in 
section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in 
accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and 
collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as 
described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 
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P-T-0013.15 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-T-0013.16 

Transportation 

3.3.11.4 

The  target  missiles  proposed  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  are  Minuteman  stages  I  and  II.  Over  a  30-year  operational  period,  frequent  transport  of 
Minuteman  missile  components  to  and  from  1 ,000  sites  never  resulted  in  an  explosion. 

P-T-0013.17 

Safety 

3.3.11.4 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The  system 
failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility 
is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center 
commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

Blazevic,  R.  L. 

P-T-00 14.01 

General 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0014.02 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14.03 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles) 
of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be 
operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program  activities  were  planned  for  this 
alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 

P-T-00 14.04 

Airspace-Keys 

3. 3.2. 3 

Section  3. 3. 2. 3  describes  the  airspace  use  affected  environment  in  the  Florida  Keys.  The  high  school  is  outside  the  Region  of  Influence  and  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  analysis. 

P-T-0014.05 

Land  use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

This  issue  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  analysis. 

P-T-00 14.06 

Hazardous 

wastes 

3.3. 6.4 

The  toxic  dump  that  you  mention  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives  for  this  program. 

P-T-00 14.07 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14.08 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14.09 

General 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14. 10 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14. 11 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0014.12 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0014.13 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14. 14 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14. 15 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 14. 16 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3. 3. 6.4 

3.3.14.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  program  would  not  discharge  any  pollutants  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

P-T-00 14. 17 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0014.18 

Noise-general 

3. 1.8.1 

3.3.8. 1 

The  noise  analysis  methodology  considers  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  analysis  of  impact.  A  given,  short  duration  noise  event  will  be  less  perceptible  in  a 
high-noise  area  than  a  low-noise  area. 

P-T-00 14. 19 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0014.20 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

Seese,  Bill 

Florida  Keys 
National  Wildlife 
Refuges 

P-T-00 15. 01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-00 15.02 

Environmental 

Impacts 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  Florida  Keys  sites  are  no  longer  under  consideration  as  part  of  the  preferred  alternative.  If  future  requirements  indicate  a  need  to 
further  address  potential  use  of  either  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys,  additional  Federal  and  state  agency  consultation  will  be  accomplished  for  those 
specific  areas. 
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P-T-00 15.03 

Launch 

activities-Keys 

3.3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  to  listed  species  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  are  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  In  accordance  with  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available 
data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-00 15.04 

Launch 

activities-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  on  shorebird  and  wading  bird  rookeries  are  presented  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0015.05 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

Military  activities  associated  with  Theater  Missile  Defense  site  preparation  and  test  preparation  on  military  land  would  have  minimal  effect  on  the 
wilderness  area.  The  missile  launch  would  be  intrusive,  but  of  short  duration,  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-T-0015.06 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

Military  activities  associated  with  Theater  Missile  Defense  site  preparation  and  test  preparation  on  military  land  would  have  minimal  effect  on  the 
wilderness  area.  The  missile  launch  would  be  intrusive,  but  of  short  duration,  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-T-0015.07 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

Military  activities  associated  with  Theater  Missile  Defense  site  preparation  and  test  preparation  on  military  land  would  have  minimal  effect  on  the 
wilderness  area.  The  missile  launch  would  be  intrusive,  but  of  short  duration,  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-T-0015.08 

Environmental 

Impacts 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-00 15.09 

Noise 

3. 3. 3.4 

Studies  of  launch  effects  at  Cape  Canaveral  have  shown  that  birds  disturbed  by  launch  noise  normally  return  to  their  nest  soon  after  the  launch  event. 

P-T-00 15. 10 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Musselman,  David 

P-T-00 16.01 

Launch  mishap— 
Keys 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Ammonium  perchlorate  would  only  be  introduced  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  launch  mishap.  The  slow  process  of  hydration 
would  continue  until  the  material  was  completely  saturated.  These  quantities  of  ammonium  perchlorate  distributed  over  a  wide  area  of  the  Gulf  would 
not  be  considered  toxic  to  the  environment. 

P-T-00 16.02 

Hazardous 

wastes 

3. 1.6.4 

3. 3. 6.4 

There  is  little  literature  extant  because  ammonium  perchlorate  is  not  disposed  of  in  the  marine  environment  in  the  United  States.  The  Soviet  literature 
was  a  source,  not  necessarily  an  endorsement. 

P-T-00 16.03 

Water  Quality- 
Gulf 

3.3.14.4 

Aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  are  bound  in  the  solid  rocket  motor  binder  matrix,  polybutadiene  rubber.  This  material  has  the  consistency  of 
rubber,  and  will  not  spill  on  site.  Aluminum  oxide  and  hydrogen  chloride  are  combustion  products  and  will  be  deposited  on  the  ground  and  water  in  low 
rates  after  a  launch.  This  is  addressed  in  the  air  quality  section,  the  geology  and  soils  section  and  the  water  section  of  the  Draft  SEIS.  Environmental 
monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their  concentrations  in  the  water 
column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations  returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To 
date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near-field  deposition  rates  from  Theater 
Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a 
rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly 
with  no  long-term  elevation. 
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P-T-00 16.04 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

On-site  flow  measurement  has  not  been  performed  as  part  of  this  analysis.  The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous 
environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental  monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the 
Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical  environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches 
cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch  cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the 
interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary  constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition 
resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in  scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which 
is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one 
percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not 
exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1.5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad. 
The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of 
7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium 
carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If 
it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would 
result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to  approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high 
buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

P-T-00 14.05 

Launch 

emissions 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad..  The  Hera  near  field  deposition  rates  do  not  exceed  1 .64g/m2.  Deposition  of  1 .64.g/m2  on  brackish  or  sea  water  will  not 
decrease  the  pH  level. 

P-T-0016.06 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated  with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role 
of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and 
procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure. 
Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 

P-T-0016.07 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3. 1.9.4  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety 
of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be 
protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to 
establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2.1.5  in  the  SEIS. 

P-T-0016.08 

Natural 

Resources 

3. 3. 3.4 

Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental  impacts  will  be  identified  in  the  Record  of 
Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  prepared  in  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initial  site 
preparation  and  test  activities.  Additional  mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0016.09 

Irreversible 

3.1.  .4 

3.2.  .4 

3.3.  .4 

Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and  environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations 
section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  additive  in 
nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program  activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on  nearby  soil  would  be  somewhat 
additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one  month  period  would  not  be  additive.  Small  scale  habitat  destruction,  individual  displacement,  and 
incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4,  3.2. 3.4,  and  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 
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RESPONSE 

P-T-0016.10 

launch  emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 
cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition 
rates  from  the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1 .64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle. 

The  near  field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1 .5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch 
pad.  The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation 
Key.  Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate 
near  Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride 
present  in  the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were 
conservative  in  that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets 
(as  opposed  to  a  maximum  of  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on 
nearby  surface  waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2  over  the  area  of 
this  water  body  would  not  decrease  the  pH  more  than  0. 1  unit. 

P-T-006.1 1 

launch  emissions 

iHH'-..- 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0016. 12 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

Hydrogen  chloride  is  one  of  the  primary  exhaust  products  from  solid  rocket  motor  combustion.  At  ambient  temperatures  and  pressure,  hydrogen  chloride 
is  very  soluble  in  water.  It  readily  dissolves  in  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid.  This  reaction  is  exothermic;  that  is,  it  generates  heat.  However,  under 
the  conditions  which  are  present  in  the  rocket’s  exhaust  plume,  less  than  20  percent  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  reacts  with  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid 
in  sufficient  size  to  fall  to  earth.  The  remainder  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  (in  excess  of  80  percent)  will  either  not  combine  with  water,  or  will  combine 
with  water  and  form  microdroplets  that  are  too  small  to  fall  out  of  the  cloud.  Therefore,  the  maximum  amount  of  acid  which  can  rain  out  of  any  portion 
of  the  exhaust  cloud  is  less  than  20  percent  of  that  portion. 

Poole,  Lizzy 

Women’s 

International 

League  for  Peace 
and  Freedom 

P-T-00 17.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 17.02 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-00 17.03 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 17.04 

Safety-Keys 

Cruise  missiles  are  not  a  part  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program. 

Smith,  R.C. 

P-T-00 18.01 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 18.02 

Safety 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-00 18.03 

Alternatives 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Weeks,  Vicki 

P-T-0019.01 

DOPAA 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0019.02 

DOPAA 

1.0 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0019.03 

DOPAA 

1.0 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0019.04 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0019.05 

Program 

Comment  noted. 
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P-T-0019.06 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-T-00 19.07 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Based  on  an  evaluation  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities  on  biological  resources  at  each  site  for  the  proposed  and  alternative  actions,  the 
existence  of  extant  plant  and  wildlife  species  would  not  be  jeopardized. 

P-T-0019.08 

Launch 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

Potential  impacts  of  launch  emissions  on  the  environment  are  addressed  in  several  sections  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Potential  biological  impacts  are 
presented  in  sections  3. 1.3.4,  3. 1.2.4,  and  3. 3. 3.4. 

P-T-00 19.09 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Based  on  an  evaluation  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities  on  biological  resources  at  each  site  for  the  proposed  and  alternative  actions,  the 
existence  of  extant  plant  and  wildlife  species  would  not  be  jeopardized. 

P-T-0019.10 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0019.1 1 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0019.12 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0019.13 

DOPAA 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Henize,  Tina 

P-T-0020.01 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety  Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility 
there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The  fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that 
mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private 
property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have  been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has 
not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the 
more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  longer  he  or  she  has  to 
react;  but  react  they  will  for  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  being  used.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the 
basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and 
magnitude)  .  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or 
could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch 
would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

P-T-0020.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7. 3 

The  Final  SEIS  incorporates  technical  amendments,  editorial  revisions  and  typographical  corrections. 

P-T-0020.03 

Draft  SEIS 

3. 3. 7. 3 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0020.04 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0020.05 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Safety  sections  (3. 1.9.4  and  3. 3. 9.4)  of  the  SEIS  provide  a  discussion  of  the  human  and  ecological  risks  of  the  proposed  test  program  under  normal 
and  mishap  conditions.  Potential  impacts  of  a  catastrophic  failure  under  a  full  range  of  mishap  scenarios  is  presented  for  each  environmental  resource. 

P-T-0020.06 

Safety 

2. 1.3.2. 3 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have 
been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around 
the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer.  Should  the  Keys  be  selected, 
an  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  local  emergency  response  authorities  for  the  Florida  Keys  prior  to  any  launches. 

P-T-0020.07 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Small  scale  habitat  destruction,  individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3. 4, 

3.2. 3.4,  and  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0020.08 

Draft  SEIS 

3. 3. 3.4 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0020.09 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-T-0020. 10 

Airspace 

3. 3.2.3 

Restricted  area  R.2916  is  located  above  Cudjoe  Key  and  extends  from  the  surface  to  14,000  ft.  See  section  3.3.2  Final  SEIS. 
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P-T-0020.1 1 

DOPAA 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0020.12 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0020.1 3 

Draft  SEIS 

See  response  above. 

P-T-0020.14 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0020.1 5 

Safety 

2. 1.3.2. 3 

3. 1.9.4. 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3. 1.9.4  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety 
of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be 
protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to 
establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1.3.2. 3  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to 
launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind 
direction  and  magnitude) .  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific 
launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local 
agencies,  the  launch  would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

Zachariah,  Dale 

P-T-0021.01 

DOPAA 

1.4 

For  alternative  target  launch  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys,  a  maximum  of  twelve  launches  per  year  could  be  scheduled. 

P-T-0021.02 

Biology-Keys 

3.2. 3. 3 

This  map,  figure  3.2.3- 1  displays  a  general  view  of  some  of  the  sensitive  species  and  habitats  in  the  Gulf  to  assist  in  the  understanding  of  potential 
impacts  of  launch  and  intercept  testing  relative  to  identified  Launch  Hazard  Areas.  Maps  showing  the  specific  location  of  sensitive  species  and  habitats 
in  the  Keys  are  found  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0021.03 

DOPAA 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0019.04 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  addresses  this  scenario.  Safety  distances  established  by  the  Explosive  Safety  Quantity-Distance  ensure  that  the  public 
would  be  protected  if  there  is  lightning  strike. 

P-T-0021.05 

Socioeconomics 

2. 1.1. 2.2 

Platform  piers  frequently  provide  a  beneficial  habitat  for  fish. 

P-T-0021.06 

Program 

1.0 

Section  1  of  the  Final  SEIS  provides  the  overall  Purpose  and  Need  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program. 

P-T-0021.07 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0021.08 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0022.01 

General-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0022.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0022.03 

Altematives- 

Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0022.04 

Environment- 

Keys 

1.0 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
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Biddle,  Joel 
Reef  Relief 


Pike,  Malcolm 


Gouldy,  Ralph 
Monroe  County 
Growth 
Management 
Division 


Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

P-T-0022.05 

Safety 

P-T-0022.06 

Launch  mishap 

P-T-0022.07 

General 

P-T-0023.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0023.02 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-0023.03 

Biology-Keys 

P-T-0023.04 

Land  use-Keys 

P-T-0023.05 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0023.06 

DOPAA 

P-T-0024.01 

Intercept  debris 

P-T-0024.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0025.01 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-T-0025.02 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-T-0025.03 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-T-0025.04 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-T-0025.05 

Land  Use-Keys 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

3. 1.9.4 


3. 1.9.4 

To 

3.3.11.4 

3.3.10.4 

3.3.12.4 

3. 3. 3.4 


3.3.10.4 

To 


3. 3. 7.4 


3. 3. 7.4 

3. 3. 7.4 

3. 3. 7.4 
3. 3. 7.4 


RESPONSE 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  Each  equipment 
failure  or  human  error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force 
Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies.  The 
Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight, 
etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and  magnitude).  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the 
maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than 
those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch  would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would 
pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

See  previous  response. _ 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

An  evaluation  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  alternatives  on  highway  traffic,  housing  and  utilities  is  presented  in 
the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  (sections  3.3.1 1,  3.3.10,  and  3.3.12  respectively).  Although  impacts  were  identified,  the  program  requirements  for  these 
resources  could  be  accommodated  by  the  capacity  of  existing  resource  systems  (highway  capacity,  permanent  and  temporary  housing  stock,  utility 
systems)  without  affecting  their  performance  or  system  integrity. 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  affect  the  reef  ecosystem.  In  the  unlikely  case  of  a  launch  mishap,  no  debris  would  fall  on  reef  tracts  which  are 
outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non- 
jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  coordination  with  the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during 
the  final  planning  and  design  process.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental  impacts 
will  be  identified  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  prepared  in  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies,  will  be  developed  and 
implemented  prior  to  initial  site  preparation  and  test  activities.  Additional  mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final 

SEIS. _ 

Comment  noted. 

The  potential  impacts  of  noise,  airspace  and  water  clearance,  public  safety  and  economic  activities  are  all  issues  that  have  been  evaluated  and  presented 
in  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  An  evaluation  of  quality  of  life  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  analysis. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Intercepts  are  proposed  to  occur  over  the  waters  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  No  intercepts  are  proposed  to  occur  over  land  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Florida 
Keys.  The  debris,  and  any  gas  possibly  resulting  from  a  successful  intercept,  would  fall  into  predetermined  areas  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Comment  noted. 

The  planning  and  siting  process  for  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  considered  many  factors  in 
identifying  alternative  sites  including  mission  requirements,  environmental  conservation,  human  and  ecological  health  and  land  use  compatibility.  The 
alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected,  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas.  State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of 
which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on  military  land  comply  with  applicable  Federal 
regulations. 

The  alternative  actions  proposed  in  the  Florida  Key  have  not  been  planned  and  would  not  be  further  considered  without  close  consultation  and 

coordination  with  state  and  local  resource  agencies. _ 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 

military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation. _ 

See  previous  response. 

See  previous  response. 
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RESPONSE 

P-T-0025.06 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3.7.4 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0025.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3.7.4 

See  previous  response. 

P-T-0025.08 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges  (see 
section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies. 

P-T-0025.09 

Launch  activity 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0025.10 

Launch  activity 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  no  more  than  12  launch  events  would  occur  in  any  year. 

There  is  no  plan  to  establish  a  permanent  presence  should  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected.  Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and 
environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations  section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and 

Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  additive  in  nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program 
activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on  nearby  soil  would  be  somewhat  additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one  month 
period  would  not  be  additive. 

P-T-0025.1 1 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation. 

P-T-0025.12 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by 
the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination  with 
the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and  design 
process. 

P-T-0025.13 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation. 

P-T-0025.14 

Land  Use-Keys 

V 

See  response  above. 

Ehrenreiter,  Barbara 

P-T-0026.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0026.02 

Program 

1.0 

The  Purpose  and  Need  section  of  the  Final  SEIS  presents  the  overall  justification  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  program. 

P-T-0026.03 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0026.04 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

Lunden,  Blue 
Unitarian  Universal 
Fellowship 

P-T-0027.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0027.02 

Safety 

2. 1.3.2. 3. 

3. 1.9.4 

If  the  Florida  Keys  alternative  is  selected,  Sugarloaf  Key  is  proposed  as  an  instrumentation  site.  Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range 
operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers,  schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at 
increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated  with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section 
3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with 
Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk 
significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in 
section  2. 1.3. .2. 3  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant 
type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and  magnitude).  If  this  launch-specific  Launch 
Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal 
land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch  would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event 
would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

Leslie,  John 

P-T-0028.01 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure. 
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Miller,  Archer 


Hendrick,  Muriel 

Robinson,  Annie 
Orlandi,  Robin 
Reef  Relief 


Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

P-T-0029.01 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

P-T-0029.02 

Launch 

emissions 

P-T-0029.03 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-0030.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0031.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0032.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0032.02 

Launch  activity 

P-T-0032.03 

Air  quality 

P-T-0032.04 

Air  quality 

P-T-0032.05 

Air  Quality 

P-T-0032.06 

Launch 

emissions 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 


3.1. 1.4.1 

3. 1.9.4 

3.3.11.4 

To 


3.3. 1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

3.3. 1.4 

3.3. 1.4 


RESPONSE 

The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key. 
Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near 
Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in 
that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface 
waters  would  result  in  no  appreciable  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  There  would  be  no  appreciable  decrease  in  pH  levels  hence  no  stress  on  the  marine  life 

in  the  vicinity. _ 

The  prevailing  winds  have  historically  averaged  2  meters  per  second  (7  feet  per  second)  in  a  southeasterly  direction  in  the  summer  and  4  meters  per 
second  (12  feet  per  second)  in  a  northeasterly  direction  in  the  winter  in  the  Florida  Keys.  These  conditions  were  used  in  the  calculations  of  exhaust 
depositions.  The  TSCREEN  PUFF  model  predicts  concentrations  at  various  distances  from  the  launch  point.  For  a  normal  launch,  there  were  no 
exceedances.  For  a  launch  mishap  scenario,  TSCREEN  PUFF  indicated  potential  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  In  that  case,  per 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  guidance,  the  more  refined  model,  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model,  indicated  that  there  would  not  be 
exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  does  not  require  closing  of  Highway  1.  If  the  Cudjoe  Key  alternative  were  to  be  selected,  Blimp  Road  north  of  Asturias  would 
be  closed  no  linger  than  four  hours  per  launch  event.. 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary  field  investigations 
were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data, _ 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  no  more  than  12  launch  events  would  occur  in  any  year. 

There  is  no  plan  to  establish  a  permanent  presence  should  the  Florida  Keys  be  selected.  Cumulative  impacts  for  each  project  alternative  and 
environmental  resource  are  presented  at  the  end  of  the  Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigations  section  for  each  resource  in  chapter  3  of  the  Draft  and 
Final  SEIS.  Depending  on  the  specific  resource,  cumulative  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  additive  in  nature.  For  example,  the  utilities  used  by  program 
activities  would  be  fully  additive,  deposition  of  launch  emissions  on  nearby  soil  would  be  somewhat  additive,  and  noise  events  separated  by  a  one  month 
period  would  not  be  additive. 

The  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  potential  sites  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Primary  field  investigations 
were  to  verify  and  supplement  existing  data.  The  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion  Model  is  a  model  that  calculates  predicted  depositions  using 
worst  case  climatological  parameters  such  as  wind  speed,  humidity  and  temperature.  The  results  of  the  model  represent  the  greatest  concentrations  of 
emissions  that  could  occur  under  any  conditions. _ 

Models  use  mathematical  formulas  to  calculate  the  probable  result  of  a  series  of  factors  that  may  affect  emissions  dispersion.  These  include  such  things 
as:  wind  speed,  humidity,  release  height  of  the  emissions,  atmospheric  stability,  and  mixing  layer  altitude,  among  others.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis  we  varied  each  model  parameter  to  produce  the  most  conservative  ( worst)  result  for  each  step  in  the  model.  The  result  was  the  highest  possible 
predicted  concentration  and  the  greatest  distance  that  could  result  from  the  launch  of  a  Hera  missile  at  any  location.  The  results  did  not  reflect  the  climate 
of  New  Mexico,  the  Keys,  or  any  other  specific  location,  but  the  worst  possible  combination  of  climatic  conditions.  The  calculated  results  yield  greater 
emission  concentrations  than  would  be  realistically  be  expected. 

For  the  purpose  of  air  quality  analysis,  a  missile  launch  is  considered  a  single  emission  source  and  event.  The  period  between  launches  is  long  enough  to 
fully  disperse  emissions  within  the  region  with  no  cumulative  effects. 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation. _ 
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P-T-0032.07 

Water  Quality- 
Keys  launch 
emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  following  Shuttle  launches  the  pH  levels  in  nearby  water  bodies  returned  to  normal 
within  24  to  72  hours.  The  predicted  near-field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates 
for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0.1 
unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels  would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly  with  no  long-term  elevation. 

P-T-0032.08 

Water  Quality- 
Keys  launch 
emissions 

3.3.14.4 

Oxygen  capacity  of  waters  surrounding  the  Keys  would  not  be  measurably  affected  by  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  launch  activities. 

P-T-0032.09 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 
cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  This  is  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from 
the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near 
field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1 .5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The 
Hera  hydrogen  chloride  deposition  rates  and  areas  are  so  much  smaller  than  those  of  the  Shuttle  that  there  is  a  qualitative  difference  between  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  two.  The  predicted  far-field  deposition  rates  are  low  enough  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  dilution  is  the  solution. 

P-T-0032.10 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Normal  launch  activities  would  not  affect  the  reef  ecosystem.  In  the  unlikely  case  of  a  launch  mishap,  no  debris  would  fall  on  reef  tracts  which  are 
outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0032.1 1 

Water  Quality 
keys 

3.3.14.4 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  has  prepared  numerous  environmental  impact  assessments  and  conducted  long  term  environmental 
monitoring  to  support  the  decisions  to  conduct  rocket  launches  from  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  FL.  These  launch  activities  occur  in  a  physical 
environment  similar  to  that  of  the  Florida  Keys.  The  Space  Shuttle  launches  cause  local  environmental  impacts  primarily  through  formation  of  a  launch 
cloud  that  produces  acidic  deposition.  This  launch  cloud  results  from  the  interaction  of  exhaust  of  the  solid  rocket  boosters  and  deluge  water.  Primary 
constituents  include  aluminum  oxide  and  hydrochloric  acid.  The  deposition  resulting  from  a  Shuttle  launch  and  from  a  Hera  launch  differ  primarily  in 
scale.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Shuttle  is  2,427,000  pounds,  460,000  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  is  13,820  pounds, 
3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride.  This  is  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from 
the  Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2.  This  is  1.3  percent  of  the  deposition  rate  of  the  Shuttle.  The  near 
field  for  the  Shuttle  is  considered  1 .5  kilometers  from  the  launch  pad.  The  near  field  from  the  Hera  launch  would  be  60  meters  from  the  launch  pad.  The 
Hera  hydrogen  chloride  deposition  rates  and  areas  are  so  much  smaller  than  those  of  the  Shuttle  that  there  is  a  qualitative  difference  between  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  two.  The  predicted  far-field  deposition  rates  are  low  enough  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  dilution  is  the  solution. 

P-T-0032.12 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 
concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 
returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  This  small  quantity  of 
deposition  for  a  brief  period  of  time  would  not  contribute  to  eutrophication. 

P-T-0032.1 3 

Alternatives 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed.  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the 
public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making 
process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including 
those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  Missile  testing  in  the  Eglin  Gulf  Test  Range  is  being  considered  because  of  the  potential  benefits  of  such  testing  to  the 
development  of  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  programs,  not  necessarily  for  the  benefit  of  the  Keys.  There  may,  however,  be  some  coincidental  economic 
benefit  to  segments  of  the  Keys  economy 

Allen,  Joe 

P-T-0033.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 
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Resource  Area 

P-T-0033.02 

Transportation- 

Keys 

P-T-0033.03 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0034.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0034.02 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0034.03 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

P-T-0034.04 

Biology-Keys 

P-T-0034.05 

Launch  mishap 

P-T-0034.06 

Biology-General 

P-T-0034.07 

Biology-General 

P-T-0034.08 

General 

P-T-0035.01 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0035.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

P-T-0036.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0037.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0037.02 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0038.01 

Land  Use-Keys 

P-T-0038.02 

Safety 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

3.1.11.4 

3.3.11.4 


3.3.14.4 


3. 1.9.4 


3. 1.3.3 


2. 1.3.2. 3 


3. 1.9.4 


RESPONSE 

The  ability  to  control  the  movement  of  missile  components  is  important  to  the  overall  safety  of  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  system.  A 
specific  evacuation  plan  for  the  missile  and  other  test-related  components  and  non-critical  personnel  would  be  implemented  at  the  first  notice  of  potential 
hurricane  activity,.  This  would  assure  that  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  evacuation  movements  would  precede  standard  public  evacuation  plans  and 
would  not  interfere  with  the  planned  process. 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  process  is  to  provide  the  public  with  an  opportunity  to  identify  potential  issues  and 
concerns  that  could  result  from  a  proposed  project,  and  to  review  and  comment  on  the  subsequent  evaluation  of  those  issues.  All  comments  and 
communications  from  the  public  are  considered  throughout  the  evaluation  period. 

The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key. 
Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near 
Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in 
that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface 
waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels. 

There  would  be  no  decrease  in  pH  levels  hence  no  stress  on  the  marine  life  in  the  vicinity. 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  as  a  result  of  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3,1.9  of  the  Final  SEIS. _ 

The  object  of  the  Air  Force  safety  program  is  to  minimize  exposure  to  risk  by  service  personnel  and  members  of  the  public.  The  evacuation  of  a  Launch 
Hazard  Area  insures  that  no  non-mission  essential  personnel  would  be  exposed  to  missile  mishap  debris.  Active  flight  termination  would  ensure  that  no 
debris  would  land  outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Therefore,  no  people  would  be  killed  or  injured  due  to  missile  testing. 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 1.3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. _ 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. _ 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Comment  noted. _ 

Comment  noted. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation. 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  ensure  that  population  centers, 
schools,  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 
Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1 .3.2.3  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on 
the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and 
magnitude)  .  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or 
could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch 
would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. _ 
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P-T-0038.03  Noise  3. 3. 8.4  The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  See 

section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  discussion  of  potential  noise  impacts 

Henize,  Tina _ P-T-0039.01  Land  Use-Keys  3. 3. 7.4 _ Comment  Noted.  The  Final  SEIS  incorporates  technical  amendments,  editorial  revisions  and  typographical  corrections. _ 

P-T-0039.02  Draft  SEIS  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
_ analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0039.03  Launch  mishap  3.1 .9.4  Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 

schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 
Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1.3.2. 3  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on 
the  basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and 
magnitude)  .  If  this  launch-specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or 
could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch 
would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community. 

P-T-0039.04  Safety-Keys  3.1 .9.4  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  drawn  to  protect  community  resources.  The  size  of  a  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  a  function  of  the  flexibility  the  Range  Safety 

Officer  has.  The  larger  the  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  flexibility  there  is  in  terms  of  acceptable  launch  conditions  and  anomaly  response  time.  The 
fixed  variable  is  the  commitment  to  conduct  all  test  activities  so  that  mishap  debris  does  not  exit  the  designated  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0039.05  Biology-Keys  3. 3. 3. 4  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 

impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0039.06  Biology-Keys  3. 1.3. 4  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

3. 2. 3. 4  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 

3. 3. 3. 4  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
Small  scale  habitat  destruction,  individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3. 4, 

3.2. 3.4,  and  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS.  Far-field  deposition  is  sufficiently  dispersed  and  variable  to  launch  that  successive  launches  seldom  affect  the 
same  areas.  No  changes  in  plant  community  or  structure  due  to  cumulative  effects  of  far-field  deposition  have  been  seen. 

P-T-0039.07  Water  Quality-  3.2. 14.4  Environmental  monitoring  at  Kennedy  Space  Center  has  shown  that  during  the  period  of  reduced  pH,  metals  became  more  soluble  and  their 

Keys  3.3. 14.4  concentrations  in  the  water  column  increased  dramatically.  As  normal  pH  levels  returned  to  the  area  (within  24  to  72  hours),  metal  concentrations 

returned  to  pre-launch  levels.  “To  date  no  long-term  elevations  of  metal  concentrations  on  the  water  column  have  been  observed.”  The  predicted  near¬ 
field  deposition  rates  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  deposition  rates  for  the  Space  Shuttle.  Deposition  of 
hydrogen  chloride  from  a  Hera  launch,  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1 .64g/m2 ,  would  decrease  pH  by  no  more  than  0. 1  unit.  At  this  rate,  water  pH  levels 
would  return  to  pre-launch  levels  very  rapidly.  Cumulative  impacts  resulting  from  launch  tests  are  addressed  in  sections  3.1.3,  3.2.3,  3.3.3  of  the  Final 
SEIS.  It  is  acknowledged  that  some  small  but  permanent  changes  in  plant  diversity  and  vegetation  cover  could  result  from  the  test  program. 

P-T-0039.08  DOPAA  1 .0  No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  the  analysis  of  all  reasonable 

alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1.0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision  after  the 
Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

P-T-0039.09  Draft  SEIS  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
Freeman,  Shirley  P-T-0040.01  Alternatives  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

Commissioner  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 

Monroe  County  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Girard,  Geraldo  P-T-0041.01  Draft  SEIS  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 

potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
_ P-T-0041.02  Biology-Keys  3.3. 3. 3 _ The  environmental  setting  of  the  Florida  Keys  is  described  in  section  3333  of  the  Final  SEIS. _ 
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RESPONSE 

P-T-0041.03 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.1.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

We  recognize  the  area’s  designation  as  an  “area  of  critical  state  concern”  and  have  designed  the  proposal  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental 
impacts. 

P-T-0041.04 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation.  The  planning  and  siting  process  for  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  in  the  Eglin  Gulf 
Test  Range  considered  many  factors  in  identifying  alternative  sites  including  mission  requirements,  environmental  conservation,  human  and  ecological 
health  and  land  use  compatibility.  The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the 

Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for  military  use.  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected, 
consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas. 

P-T-0041.05 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  importance  of  Highway  1  to  the  Florida  Keys  has  been  recognized.  An  early  alternative  site  was  eliminated  because  it  would  have  required  closing 
Highway  1. 

P-T-0041.06 

Utilities-Keys 

3.3.12.4 

Comment  noted.  The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  affect  existing  or  future  utility  corridors. 

P-T-0041.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary;  about  4.3  percent 
of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1.6  percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary 
is  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine 
Sanctuary  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected,  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas.  Consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  began  early  in  the  planning  process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 

P-T-0041.08 

Land  Use-Keys 

3.3. 7.4 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges  (see 
section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
resource  agencies.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations 
will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  This  mitigation  plan,  which  would  avoid  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on  protected  areas,  would 
be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiating  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-T-0041.09 

Air  Quality-Keys 

3.3. 1.3 

The  climate  of  the  Keys  is  addressed  in  section  3. 3. 1.3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0041.10 

launch  emissions 

3.3. 1.3 

The  prevailing  winds  have  historically  averaged  0.8  meters  per  second  (3  feet  per  second)  in  a  southerly  direction  in  the  summer  and  0.7  meters  per 
second  (2  feet  per  second)  in  a  northerly  direction  in  the  winter  in  the  vicinity  of  Santa  Rosa  Island;  0.7  meters  per  second  (2  feet  per  second)  in  a 
southerly  direction  in  the  summer  and  0.8  meters  per  second  (3  feet  per  second)  in  a  southeasterly  direction  in  the  winter  in  the  vicinity  of  Cape  San  Bias; 
and  2  meters  per  second  (7  feet  per  second)  in  a  southeasterly  direction  in  the  summer  and  4  meters  per  second  (12  feet  per  second)  in  a  northeasterly 
direction  in  the  winter  in  the  Florida  Keys.  These  conditions  were  used  in  the  calculations  of  exhaust  depositions. 

P-T-0041.1 1 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  presence  of  the  Silver  Rice  Rat  at  alternative  sites  in  the  Keys  is  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0041.12 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

The  habitat  of  the  Lower  Keys  Marsh  Rabbit  is  discussed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0041.1 3 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3. 3 

The  environmental  setting  of  the  Florida  Keys,  including  hardwood  hammocks  and  pine  rocklands,  is  described  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0041.1 4 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

The  404  (b)  (1)  permit  process  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  minimize  any  potential  impacts  on  jurisdictional  or  non-jurisdictional  wetlands  affected  by 
the  proposed  or  alternative  actions  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing.  This  permit,  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coordination  with 
the  State  of  Florida,  would  evaluate  specific  areas  affected  by  the  program  once  they  are  more  precisely  defined  during  the  final  planning  and  design 
process.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  environmental  impacts  will  be  identified  in  the  Record 
of  Decision.  A  mitigation  plan,  prepared  in  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource  agencies,  will  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initial  site 
preparation  and  test  activities.  Additional  mitigations  for  wetlands  have  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0041.1 5 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Cofer,  Elizabeth 

P-T-0042.01 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  Highway  1  in  the  Draft  SEIS  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  by  2005  (including  Theater  Missile 
Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the 
segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program 
activities  were  planned  for  this  alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 
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P-T-0042.02 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Scheduling  of  missile  transport  and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak  traffic  hours 
and  minimize  potential  effects  on  local  traffic  movement.  Emergency  vehicles  would  not  be  affected  by  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities,  since 
they  will  not  close  the  highway. 

P-T-0042.03 

Safety-Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  ability  to  control  the  movement  of  missile  components  is  important  to  the  overall  safety  of  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  system.  A 
specific  evacuation  plan  for  the  missile  and  other  test-related  components  and  non-critical  personnel  would  be  implemented  at  the  first  notice  of  potential 
hurricane  activity,  before  official  hurricane  watch  and  warning  announcements.  This  would  ensure  that  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  evacuation 
movements  would  precede  standard  public  evacuation  plans  and  would  not  interfere  with  the  planned  process. 

P-T-0042.04 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  target  missiles  proposed  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  are  Minuteman  stages  I  and  II.  Over  a  30-year  operational  period,  frequent  transport  of 
Minuteman  missile  components  to  and  from  1 ,000  sites  never  resulted  in  an  explosion.  Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck 
carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million  vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a 
probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-T-0042.05 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  site-specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in 
appendix  J)  would  be  prepared  and  implemented. 

P-T-0042.06 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0042.07 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  Highway  1  in  the  Draft  SEIS  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  by  2005  (including  Theater  Missile 
Defense-related  vehicles)  of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the 
segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be  operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  Traffic  forecasts  for 
segments  of  U.S.  1  have  been  adjusted  in  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0042.08 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  missile  components  would  be  shipped  in  standard  freight  transports  (tractor-trailers)  and  would  not  require  a  convoy.  Scheduling  of  missile  transport 
and  other  Theater  Missile  Defense  test-related  traffic  would  be  coordinated  with  local  agencies  to  avoid  peak  traffic  hours  and  minimize  potential  effects 
on  local  traffic  movement.  Local  law  enforcement  personnel  would  be  expected  to  maintain  order  for  this  program  no  less  than  any  other  activity. 

P-T-0042.09 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Henize,  Dennis 

P-T-0043.01 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have 
been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed 
for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the 

Range  Safety  Officer. 

P-T-0043.02 

Noise/Air 

quality 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  defined  as  an  area  within  which  all  missile  debris  would  be  confined.  The  areas  affected  by  various  levels  of  launch 
emissions  and  noise  are  determined  through  separate  and  independent  analyses.  Each  of  these  analyses  is  used  to  determine  the  overall  safety  of  the 
program. 

P-T-0043.03 

Noise 

3. 3. 8.4 

The  2.0  psf  explosion  is  due  to  a  complete  Hera  stage  2  impacting  the  ground  or  the  water.  In  the  case  of  a  mishap,  the  Range  Safety  Officer  may 
prescribe  destroying  the  second  stage  prior  to  impact  to  prevent  this  explosion. 

P-T-0043.04 

Air  quality-Keys 

3.3. 8.4 

3. 1.9.4 

As  sections  3. 1.1. 4.1  and  3. 1.9. 4  of  the  Draft  SEIS  explain,  the  TSCREEN  PUFF  model  predicts  concentrations  at  various  distances  from  the  launch 
point.  For  a  normal  launch,  there  were  no  exceedances.  For  a  launch  mishap  scenario,  TSCREEN  PUFF  indicated  potential  exceedance  beyond  the 
Launch  Hazard  Area.  In  that  case,  per  Environmental  Protection  Agency  guidance,  the  more  refined  model,  Open-Bum  Open-Detonation  Dispersion 
Model,  indicated  that  there  would  not  be  exceedance  beyond  the  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0043.05 

Noise-general 

3.3.8. 1 

3. 1.9.4 

The  SEIS  provides  both  single  event  levels  and  weighted  averages  to  provide  as  much  information  on  noise  occurrences  and  effects  as  possible.  See 
section  3. 1.9.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  additional  discussion  of  potential  noise  impacts.  Noise  contours  included  in  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  present 
potential  noise  impacts  to  a  distance  of  5.6  miles. 

P-T-0043.06 

Noise-Keys 

3. 3. 8. 3 

Restricted  area  R.2916  is  located  above  Cudjoe  Key  and  extends  from  the  surface  to  14,000  ft.  See  section  3.3.2  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0043.07 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

The  Aerostat  flies  to  transmit  TV  Marti  in  the  early  mornings,  and  then  is  lowered  in  the  late  morning.  The  balloon  is  down  and  visibly  present  as  often 
as  not.  The  perceived  degree  of  change  is  subjective.  To  assist  in  the  comparison  of  vistas,  visual  simulations  have  been  provided  in  sections  3. 1 . 1 .3.4 
and  3.3.13.4  of  the  Final  SEIS  to  illustrate  potential  visual  impacts  of  Theater  Missile  Defense  facilities. 

5-302 


Table  5.3-2:  Responses  to  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

RESPONSE 

P-T-0043.08 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed.  In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the 
public  and  decision  makers  of  potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making 
process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including 
those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Musselman,  David 

P-T-0044.01 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3. 1.4 

3.3.14.4 

The  total  exhaust  from  a  Hera  launch  is  13,820  pounds,  3,078  pounds  of  which  is  hydrogen  chloride,  with  221  pounds  of  hydrochloric  acid  deposited  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  launch  pad..  The  Hera  emits  one  half  of  one  percent  of  the  Shuttle  exhaust.  Hydrogen  chloride  near  field  deposition  rates  from  the 
Shuttle  range  up  to  125g/m2,  while  those  from  the  Hera  do  not  exceed  1.64g/m2. 

P-T-0044.02 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 

Deposition  of  hydrogen  chloride  at  a  rate  of  no  more  than  1.64g/m2  over  the  area  of  this  water  body  would  not  decrease  the  pH  more  than  0.1  unit.  The 
pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key. 

Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near 
Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in 
that  100  percent  of  the  1,399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface 
waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  There  would  be  no  decrease  in  pH  levels  hence  no  stress  on  the  marine  life  in  the  vicinity. 

P-T-0044.03 

Launch 

emissions 

3.3. 1.4 

Hydrogen  chloride  is  one  of  the  primary  exhaust  products  from  solid  rocket  motor  combustion.  At  ambient  temperatures  and  pressure,  hydrogen  chloride 
is  very  soluble  in  water.  It  readily  dissolves  in  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid.  This  reaction  is  exothermic,  that  is  it  generates  heat.  However,  under  the 
conditions  which  are  present  in  the  rocket’s  exhaust  plume,  less  than  20  percent  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  reacts  with  water  to  form  hydrochloric  acid  in 
sufficient  size  to  fall  to  earth.  The  remainder  of  the  hydrogen  chloride  (in  excess  of  80  percent)  will  either  not  combine  with  water,  or  will  combine  with 
water  and  form  microdroplets  which  are  too  small  not  to  fall  out  of  the  cloud.  Therefore  the  maximum  amount  of  acid  which  can  rain  out  of  any  portion 
of  the  exhaust  cloud  is  less  than  20  percent  of  that  portion.  This  maximum  amount  occurs  under  conditions  of  excess  water,  such  as  occurs  during  Space 
Shuttle  launches.  The  proposed  action  does  not  include  use  of  water  during  launches.  As  such,  the  proportion  of  hydrogen  chloride  in  the  exhaust  which 
would  form  hydrochloric  acid  would  be  expected  to  be  less  than  the  proportion  of  the  Space  Shuttle’s  SRBM’s  that  undergo  a  similar  reaction. 

P-T-0044.04 

Launch 

emissions 

3. 1.1.1 

The  models  used  for  the  evaluation  of  air  quality  impacts  use  mathematical  models  to  calculate  the  probable  result  of  a  series  of  factors  that  may  affect 
emission  dispersion.  These  include  wind  speed,  humidity,  release  height  of  the  emissions,  atmospheric  stability  and  mixing  layer  altitudes.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  analysis  we  varied  each  model  parameter  to  produce  the  most  conservative  (worst)  result  for  each  step  in  the  model.  The  result  was  the 
highest  possible  predicted  concentration  and  the  greatest  distance  that  could  result  from  the  launch  of  a  Hera  missile  at  any  location.  The  results  did  not 
reflect  the  climate  of  Utah  or  the  Keys,  but  the  worst  possible  combination  of  climatic  conditions.  The  results  are  greater  emission  concentrations  than 
would  be  realistically  anticipated  and  serve  as  a  conservative  representation  of  plume  mechanics. 

P-T-0044.05 

Launch 

emissions 

The  solid  propellant  in  the  first  stage  of  the  missile  bums  at  a  constant  rate  from  initial  launch  through  bum  out.  Since  the  missile  is  accelerating  from 
the  launch  pad  during  its  first  few  seconds  of  flight,  a  slightly  greater  level  of  emissions  occur  near  the  earth’s  surface. 

P-T-0044.06 

Water  Quality- 
Keys 

3.3.13.4 

The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key. 
Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near 
Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in 
that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface 
waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  There  would  be  no  decrease  in  pH  levels  hence  no  stress  on  the  marine  life  in  the  vicinity. 

P-T-0044.07 

Launch  mishaps 

3.2.13.4 

3. 1.9.4 

Ammonium  perchlorate  would  only  be  introduced  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  launch  mishap.  The  slow  process  of  hydration 
would  continue  until  the  material  was  completely  saturated.  These  quantities  of  ammonium  perchlorate  distributed  over  a  wide  area  of  the  Gulf  would 
not  be  considered  toxic  to  the  environment. 

P-T-0044.08 

Hazardous 

wastes 

3.2.13.4 

Comment  noted.  There  is  little  literature  extant  because  ammonium  perchlorate  is  not  disposed  of  in  the  marine  environment  in  the  United  States.  The 
Soviet  literature  was  a  source,  not  necessarily  an  endorsement. 

P-T-0044.09 

Irreversible 

3.5 

Section  3.5  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS  addresses  potential  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  Small  scale  habitat  destruction, 
individual  displacement,  and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4,  3.2. 3.4,  and  3. 3. 3.4  of  the  Final 
SEIS. 
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P-T-0045.01  Biology-general  3. 1.3. 3 
3 .2.3.3 


3. 3. 3. 3 


P-T-0045.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

P-T-0045.03 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.3 

P-T-0045.04 

Biologv-Kevs 

33.3.3 

P-T-0045.05 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.^ 

P-T-0045.06 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.' 

P-T-0045.07 


P-T-0046.01 

Draft  SEIS 

P-T-0046.02 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

P-T-0046.03 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

P-T-0046.04 

Safety-Keys 

3. 1.9.4 

P-T-0046.05 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

RESPONSE 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 
Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  as  a  result  of  a  launch  mishap  are  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS.  Section  3.5  of  the 
Draft  and  Final  SEIS  addresses  potential  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  Small  scale  habitat  destruction,  individual  displacement, 
and  incidental  mortality  are  acknowledged  in  the  near-field  launch  area.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4,  3.2. 3.4,  and  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

The  listed  species  presented  in  the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of  Influence  for  each  alternative  site. _ 

This  information  has  been  included  in  section  3. 3. 3. 3  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

Low  pressure  sodium  lighting  away  from  the  beach  would  be  used  to  minimize  potential  impacts. 

Wildlife  that  remained  in  the  immediate  launch  area  (near-field)  during  a  test  could  be  affected  by  launch  emissions.  Previous  test  programs  have  shown 
that  most  wildlife  leave  the  launch  area  prior  to  a  launch  event  due  to  human  presence  and  activity,  hence  the  potential  for  harm  is  extremely  small.  If  a 
launch  mishap  did  occur,  it  is  possible  that  unbumed  propellant  and  debris  could  enter  coastal  waters.  Although  this  material  would  not  be  considered 
measurably  toxic  to  the  environment,  consultation  with  resource  agencies  would  determine  if  removal  and  clean-up  of  debris  would  be  necessary  or 
beneficial. 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites.  The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is 
conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The  system  failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for 
each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility  is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each 
flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air 
Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies. 

Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  SEIS  described  the  method  of  establishing  a  Launch  Hazard  Area.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  different,  depending  on  the 
available  land,  launch  trajectory,  type  of  missiles,  and  distance  to  populated  areas  or  structures.  Fewer  operational  constraints,  such  as  permissible  wind 
conditions  at  the  time  of  launch  and  the  reaction  time  of  the  Range  Safety  Officer  are  required  when  more  land  is  available  for  a  Launch  Hazard  Area. 
Conversely,  more  operational  constraints  are  required  when  less  land  is  available.  The  geographic  extent  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  the  operational 
constraints  associated  with  it  are  established  for  each  site  to  ensure  the  launch  can  safely  conducted.  An  Launch  Hazard  Area  of  4.5  miles  was  never 
proposed  for  the  Hera  launch  sites  at  Santa  Rosa,  Cape  San  Bias  or  Cudjoe  or  Saddlebunch  Keys.  The  4.5  mile  figure  was  originally  associated  wit  the 
Fort  Wingate  launch  site.  However,  even  at  Fort  Wingate,  the  eventual  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  significantly  less  than  4.5  miles  northeast  of  the  launch 

site  due  to  the  existence  of  a  school  or  residence. _ 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have 
been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  has  not  been  shrunk.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed 
for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around  the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the 

Range  Safety  Officer. _ 

If  the  Flight  Termination  System  did  function,  it  would  split  the  casing  of  the  Stage  2  motor  casing.  This  split  may  initiate  a  fire  in  the  mass  of  the  Stage 
2  propellant.  There  would  not  be  a  detonation  since  the  propellant  is  not  configured  in  a  pressure  vessel;  both  ends  of  the  motor  are  open  in  shipping. 
Stage  2  of  the  Hera  missile  is  shipped  with  the  Flight  Termination  System  attached  to  the  motor  casing.  The  Flight  Termination  System  is  classified  as 
Department  of  Defense  Class  1 . 1  explosive.  The  Flight  Termination  System  is  not  shipped  with  initiators  attached.  Without  initiators,  the  Flight 
Termination  System  would  not  detonate. 
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P-T-0046.06 

Water-Keys 

3.3.14.4 

The  pH  of  shallow  marine  waters  in  the  Florida  Keys  range  from  a  low  of  7.3  near  Saddlebunch  and  Cudjoe  Keys  to  a  high  of  8.2  near  Plantation  Key. 
Average  alkalinity  measurements  range  from  a  low  of  1 19  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near  Plantation  Key  to  a  high  of  137  mg/L  calcium  carbonate  near 
Harrison  Canal  (Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  1996).  If  it  were  to  rain  shortly  after  a  missile  launch,  the  hydrogen  chloride  present  in 
the  exhaust  plume  would  be  dissolved  in  the  rain  droplets,  which  would  result  in  a  temporary  reduction  in  rainfall  pH.  Calculations  were  conservative  in 
that  100  percent  of  the  1399  kilograms  of  hydrogen  chloride  present  in  the  exhaust  plume  was  assumed  to  be  dissolved  in  rain  droplets  (as  opposed  to 
approximately  20  percent  under  normal  conditions.)  Due  to  the  high  buffering  capacity  of  the  shallow  marine  waters,  rainwater  falling  on  nearby  surface 
waters  would  result  in  no  decrease  in  the  pH  levels.  There  would  be  no  decrease  in  pH  levels  hence  no  stress  on  the  marine  life  in  the  vicinity. 

P-T-0046.07 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Section  3. 3. 3. 4  addresses  potential  impacts  of  hydrogen  chloride  and  other  launch  emission  components  on  biological  resources  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0046.08 

Land  use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  the  Keys  does  overlap  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary;  about  4.3  percent 
of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary  is  in  the  Cudjoe  Key  Launch  Hazard  Area  and  1.6  percent  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary 
is  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  the  Saddlebunch  Keys  (see  section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine 
Sanctuary  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation.  Should  either  of  these  sites  be  selected,  consultation  with  Federal  and  state  resource 
agencies  would  establish  specific  mitigations  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  disturbance  of  protected  areas.  Consultation  with  the  Director  of  the  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  began  early  in  the  planning  process  for  the  Theater  Missile  Defense 

P-T-0046.09 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  evaluation  of  potential  traffic  impacts  on  U.S.  1  forecast  an  increase  in  traffic  volume  in  2005  (including  Theater  Missile  Defense-related  vehicles) 
of  0.3  to  1.5  percent  on  a  peak  day  of  activity.  Since  baseline  forecasts  of  traffic  for  the  same  year  show  that  most  of  the  segments  of  U.S.  1  would  be 
operating  at  or  above  design  capacity  during  peak  times,  project  traffic  would  exacerbate  this  situation.  If  program  activities  were  planned  for  this 
alternative,  vehicle  movement  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  peak  hours. 

P-T-0046.10 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4. 

Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck  carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a  probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-T-0046.ll 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

Should  one  of  the  sites  in  the  Keys  be  selected  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing,  a  site-specific  emergency  response  plan  (similar  to  the  example  in 
appendix  J)  would  be  prepared  and  implemented. 

P-T-0046. 12 

Launch  mishap 

3. 1.9.4 

The  Launch  Hazard  Area  was  designed  to  avoid  requiring  the  evacuation  of  private  property  or  occupied  dwellings.  The  residences  of  Cudjoe  Key  have 
been  recognized  since  the  first  site  visit  to  the  Keys.  Each  Launch  Hazard  Area  is  individually  designed  for  the  site,  the  missile,  and  the  environs  around 
the  site.  As  stated  previously,  the  more  constrained  a  Launch  Hazard  Area,  the  more  restrained  the  Range  Safety  Officer.  Refer  to  section  3.1 .9.2  in  the 
SEIS.  Should  the  Keys  be  selected  a  response  plan  would  be  developed  for  the  Florida  Keys  prior  to  any  launches. 

P-T-0046.13 

Transportation- 

Keys 

3.3.11.4 

The  target  missiles  proposed  for  Theater  Missile  Defense  testing  are  Minuteman  stages  I  and  II.  Over  a  30  year  operational  period,  frequent  transport  of 
Minuteman  missile  components  to  and  from  1 000  sites  never  resulted  in  an  explosion.  Estimates  of  the  probability  of  an  accident  involving  a  truck 
carrying  missile  components  on  the  Overseas  Highway  range  from  2.63  to  6.89  per  million  vehicle-kilometers.  Using  the  high  value,  there  is  a 
probability  of  0.0012  of  a  truck  accident  per  launch. 

P-T-0046. 14 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

See  response  to  comment  46.14  above. 

P-T-0046. 15 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  probabilities  of  each  missile  flight  test  is  conducted  prior  to  acceptance  of  that  flight  test  program  by  the  range.  The  system 
failure  mode  analysis  and  attendant  risk  probability  calculations  for  each  failure  mode  are  calculated.  Each  equipment  failure  or  human  error  possibility 
is  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  risk  assessment  for  each  flight  test.  No  test  will  be  accepted  by  the  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center 
commander  until  he  is  satisfied  that  the  risk  analysis  complies  with  Air  Force  and  Department  of  Defense  safety  policies.  Comment  noted. 

P-T-0046. 16 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Steiglitz,  Barry 
Florida  Keys 
National  Marine 
Sanctuary 

P-T-0047.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0047.02 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0047.03 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Potential  impacts  of  pre-launch  and  launch  activities  are  addressed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0047.04 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Studies  of  launch  effects  at  Cape  Canaveral  have  shown  that  birds  disturbed  by  launch  noise  normally  return  to  their  nest  soon  after  the  launch  event. 
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P-T-0047.05 

Biology-Keys 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0047.06 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

The  alternative  target  launch  sites  on  Cudjoe  Key  and  Saddlebunch  Keys  are  located  on  land  owned  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and  are  designated  for 
military  use.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  these  alternative  sites  does,  however,  overlap  the  National  Marine  Sanctuary  and  several  wildlife  refuges  (see 
section  3.3.7  in  the  Final  SEIS).  New  military  uses  in  these  areas  are  permitted  but  would  require  specific  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
resource  agencies.  See  sections  3. 1.3.4  and  3. 3. 3. 3  in  the  Final  SEIS  for  proposed  mitigations.  Should  an  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations 
will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  This  mitigation  plan,  which  would  avoid  or  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on  protected  areas,  would 
be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiating  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-T-0047.07 

Land  Use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0047.08 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Military  activities  associated  with  Theater  Missile  Defense  site  preparation  and  test  preparation  on  military  land  would  have  minimal  effect  on  the 
wilderness  area.  The  missile  launch  would  be  intrusive,  but  of  short  duration,  no  more  than  once  a  month. 

P-T-0047.09 

Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 

To  better  assess  the  visual  impact  of  constructing  a  missile  assembly  building  or  erecting  a  50  foot  tall  missile  on  a  site,  a  visual  simulations  for  each 
vantage  point  photograph  used  in  the  Draft  SEIS  has  been  prepared  (sections  3.1.13.1  and  3.2.13.1.)  These  visual  simulations  use  computer  graphics 
programs  to  ensure  that  the  apparent  visibility  of  the  building  or  missile  in  the  photograph  is  what  would  actually  be  seen  from  each  respective  vantage 
point.  Specifically,  a  known  dimension  in  each  photograph  was  determined  from  sources  at  the  respective  sites.  This  known  dimension  was  projected 
into  the  photograph  via  planographic  projection  to  provide  a  perspective  scale  of  the  distance  between  two  objects.  In  this  case,  the  two  objects  were  the 
tower  or  known  object,  and  the  Hera  missile,  which  would  be  50  feet  tall  on  its  launch  stool.  The  site  mapping  indicated  the  horizontal  distance  between 
the  known  object  and  the  Hera  missile  launch  site.  The  resultant  photographic  visual  simulations  are  published  in  the  Final  SEIS  section  3.1.13.4  (pages 

3-  223  and  226)  for  the  Panhandle  sites  and  section  3.2.13.4  (pages  3-518  and  3-521)  for  the  Keys  sites.  It  is  apparent,  reviewing  these  photographs,  that 
neither  the  building  nor  the  missile  are  visible  from  most  accessible  vantage  points.  The  view  from  those  closer  vantage  points  will  include  the  existing 
military  buildings  as  well  as  the  new  Missile  Assembly  Building  and  missile.  The  new  buildings  will  be  seen  in  the  context  of  the  existing  military 
facilities. 

P-T-0047.10 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  of  potential  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this  analysis,  the  most  recent  and 
available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys.  The  listed  species  presented  in 
the  SEIS  were  obtained  from  the  Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Department  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  are  specific  to  the  Region  of 
Influence  for  each  alternative  site. 

P-T-0047.ll 

Biology-Keys 

3. 3. 3.4 

Should  a  Keys  alternative  be  selected,  the  specific  mitigations  will  be  documented  in  the  Record  of  Decision.  This  mitigation  plan,  which  would  avoid  or 
minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on  protected  areas,  would  be  developed  and  implemented  prior  to  initiating  site  preparation  and  test  activities. 

P-T-0047.12 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

Kanter,  Charles 

P-T-0048.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0048.02 

Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.4 

Theater  Missile  Defense  launch  activities  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  the  income  and  employment  of  industries  operating  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico. 

P-T-0048.03 

Launch  Hazard 
Area  clearance 

3.2.10.4 

The  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  will  rely  on  the  Florida  Marine  Patrol  and  the  Coast  Guard  to  ensure  that  the  water  portions  of  the  Launch 
Hazard  Area  are  clear.  These  agencies  understand  the  marine  operating  procedures  and  constraints  of  the  Florida  Keys  National  Marine  Sanctuary. 
Agreements  will  be  reached  with  other  Federal  and  state  agencies  to  determine  the  appropriate  policy  most  effective  and  ways  to  clear  the  Launch  Hazard 
Area. 

P-T-0048.04 

Launch  Hazard 
Area  clearance 

2. 1.3.2. 3 

Prior  public  notice  of  test  event  schedules  would  be  publicized,  posted  in  marinas,  and  noted  in  NOTMARS.  Radar  surveillance  prior  and  during  the  test 
would  enable  the  test  officer  to  monitor  the  marine  traffic  in  the  area.  It  is  believed  that  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Florida  Marine  Patrol,  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  the  boating  public,  the  area  can  be  cleared  for  the  period  to  assure  safe  testing. 

P-T-0048.05 

Launch  delay 

2.1. 3.2.3 

A  launch  event  would  last  from  1  to  4  hours  including  time  delays  for  clearance  of  the  LHS.  Beyond  this  time  period,  the  flight  test  would  be  canceled. 

P-T-0048.06 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0048.07 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0048.08 

Socioeconomics- 

Keys 

3.3.10.4 

The  Visitor  Participation  Survey,  which  is  described  as  the  most  comprehensive  ever  conducted  in  the  region,  further  emphasizes  the  relatively  minor 
role  that  the  Lower  Keys  plays  in  the  Keys  tourist  economy.  The  top  three  activities  in  which  visitors  participated  were  sightseeing  and  attractions  (55 
percent  participation  rate),  beach  activities  (34  percent),  and  visiting  museums  and  historical  sites  (33  percent).  The  top  rated  activity  in  the  Lower  Keys 
was  viewing  wildlife/nature  study  in  which  5.8  percent  of  all  visitors  to  the  Keys  participated. 

P-T-0048.09 

General 

3.3.10.4 

Comment  noted. 
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Linn,  Diane 

P-T-0049.01 

Safety 

2. 1.3.2. 3 

No  area,  activity,  or  resident  outside  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  will  be  exposed  to  risks  from  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  activities  greater  than  those 
encountered  in  normal  daily  life.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air 
Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected  to  an  individual  and  collective  risk 
significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure. 

P-T-0049.02 

Socioeconomics 

3.3.10.4 

The  real  estate  values  within  an  area  are  directly  related  to  the  levels  of  income  and  employment  that  occur  within  the  area.  Socioeconomic  impact 
studies  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  over  the  past  decade  have  shown  that  housing  values  and  military  programs  are  generally  positively 
related.  The  areas  near  Eglin  AFB  and  Vandenberg  AFB,  which  are  both  installations  where  missile  testing  occurs,  have  experienced  generally  stable 
and  appreciating  property  values.  The  only  negative  changes  in  housing  values  that  have  been  recorded  resulted  from  mission  reductions  and  base 
closures  that  have  occurred.  Since  the  proposed  Theater  Missile  Defense  test  program  would  not  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  income  or  employment 
levels  at  any  of  the  alternative  test  sites,  no  related  changes  in  property  or  housing  value  would  be  expected. 

P-T-0049.03 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

A  separate  environmental  assessment  has  been  prepared  for  the  Air  Drop  program.  Air  drop  would  occur  far  offshore  that  no  populated  areas  is 
endangered  by  it. 

P-T-0049.04 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Launch  Hazard  Area  evacuation  is  for  unoccupied  lands.  Residents  will  not  be  affected  by  the  clearance  of  hazard  areas.  No  residents  will  be  evacuated 
because  no  exist  in  the  Launch  Hazard  Area. 

P-T-0049.05 

Draft  SEIS 

In  accordance  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines,  this  SEIS  includes  sufficient  analysis  to  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers  of 
potential  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  preferred  action  and  alternatives  and  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process.  In  preparing  this 
analysis,  the  most  recent  and  available  data  was  used  to  characterize  the  existing  environments  of  all  potential  sites  including  those  in  the  Florida  Keys. 

P-T-0049.06 

Draft  SEIS 

Public  safety  is  a  primary  concern  for  all  range  operations.  The  safety  limits  defined  by  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  would  assure  that  population  centers, 
schools  and  residential  areas  would  not  be  at  increased  risk  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  test  program.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  various  risks  associated 
with  missile  testing  are  described  in  section  3.1.9  for  normal  and  mishap  scenarios.  The  primary  role  of  the  range  safety  officer  is  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
the  public.  This  is  done  in  accordance  with  Air  Force  Development  Test  Center  policies  and  procedures  ensuring  that  the  general  public  will  be  protected 
to  an  individual  and  collective  risk  significantly  less  than  the  average  public  exposure.  Specifically,  one  of  the  safety  mechanisms  is  to  establish  a 

Launch  Hazard  Area  as  described  in  section  2. 1 .5  in  the  SEIS.  The  Launch  Hazard  Area  for  each  test  event  would  be  calculated  prior  to  launch  on  the 
basis  of  system  factors  (propellant  type  and  quantity,  payload  weight,  etc.)  and  environmental  factors  (temperature,  humidity,  wind  direction  and 
magnitude).  If  this  launch- specific  Launch  Hazard  Area  exceeded  the  maximum  permitted  Launch  Hazard  Area  defined  for  any  specific  launch  site  or 
could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  non-Federal  land  parcels  other  than  those  predicted  and  coordinated  with  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  the  launch 
would  be  delayed  or  canceled.  No  test  event  would  proceed  that  would  pose  a  safety  threat  to  the  local  community.  Potential  impacts  to  human  health 
and  safety  is  addressed  in  section  3.1.9  of  the  Draft  and  Final  SEIS. 

Putnam,  Nick 

Key  Deer  Protection 
Alliance 

P-T-0050.01 

Biology-Keys 

3.3.3.4 

Potential  impacts  to  biological  resources  are  addressed  in  section  3. 3. 3. 4  of  the  Final  SEIS. 

P-T-0050.02 

Altematives- 

Keys 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 

Tanzonieri,  Albert 

P-T-0051.01 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0051.02 

Draft  SEIS 

Geopolitical  considerations  were  not  factors  in  the  selection  of  alternative  test  sites. 

P-T-0051.03 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0051.04 

Program 

The  Florida  Keys  have  included  some  level  of  military  activities  for  over  50  years. 

P-T-0051.05 

Program 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0051.06 

Land  use-Keys 

3. 3. 7.4 

State  and  local  regulatory  requirements,  many  of  which  are  derivative  of  Federal  statutes,  are  recognized  in  the  planning  process.  Military  projects  on 
military  land  comply  with  Federal  regulation. 

P-T-0051.07 

Draft  SEIS 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0051.08 

Water  Quality- 
Gulf 

3.2.14.4 

Comment  noted. 

P-T-0051.09 

Safety 

2.1. 3.2.3 

The  non-circular  shape  of  the  Launch  Hazard  Area  means  that  the  Range  Safety  Officer  has  to  react  more  quickly  if  an  errant  missile  moves  in  the 
direction  of  the  closer  boundary. 

P-T-0051.10 

Safety 

3. 1.9.4 

Comment  noted. 
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Table  5.3-2:  Responses  to  Transcript  Comments  (Continued) 


Commentor  and 
Affiliation 

Comment 

Number 

Resource  Area 

Reference 
Section  /  Page 

RESPONSE 

P-T-0051.1 1 

Safety 

1.0 

No  decision  has  yet  been  made  about  which  alternative  may  be  selected.  National  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  the  analysis  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  Section  1 .0,  Program  Overview,  explains  the  factors  that  will  be  considered  in  making  the  final  decision 
after  the  Final  SEIS  is  completed. 
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